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CHAPTER ONE 
INTRODUCTION 
,Adolescence has been defined as " ••• the experience 
of passing through the unstructured and ill-defined phase 
that lies between childhood and adulthood ... " (Sebald, 1968111) 1 
and has been said to " ••• terminate socially at the time when 
the sociocultural environment yields sufficient consensus to 
declare the individual an adult." (Sebald, 1968,13), The 
general acceptance of an unstructured period before adult-
hood is conferred by society places those in the United 
States who are considered to be in the late phase of ado-
lescence in a particularly ambiguous position. Because 
more training and/or education has been deemed necessary 
by the society before giving consensus for adulthood, the 
upper limits of age for this "stage" have been extended 
until many who have reached physiological maturity and 
may have had extensive exposure (through the mass media and 
education1) to all parts of the social structure andre-
lated processes are still defined as non - adults. 2 
1For a more eXtensive discussion of this idea aee 
Mead, 1969. 
2
some writers suggest that the insistence on higher 
;=----
~-
-----
As non - adults they are not allowed to take part 
in the status giving and defining adult roles structured 
with accompanying norms and sanctions, The result is a 
sense of "rolelessness", or not quite fitting in, that 
2 
appears to be recognized by both youth and adults, These 
perceptions place adult - youth relationships in stress 
according to a study done by Hess and Goldblatt, In the 
absence of specific role norms adults and adolescents 
alike do not seem to know what to expect from each other 
and fear criticism, 
adolescents believe that the average adult has a 
generalized tendency to depreciate teen-agers. 
They feel that teen-agers have a uniformly low 
reputation among adults. 
11a•••••••~ .. •••••••o•11••a••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
,,,one of the central problems in parent-teen-ager 
relations lies not so much in the disparity between 
their respective evaluations of adolescents as in 
the fact that each group mistrusts or misunderstands 
the opinions of the other. (Hess and Goldblatt, 
1957z467) 
Although the findings of this study and others 
like it have specifically indicated the problems asso-
ciated with lack of positive status positions for youth, 
little has been done at a socl.etal level to alleviate the 
(and higher) levels of education may be !In artificial 
way of protecting tm overproducing economy from greater 
productivity rather than a necessity for adequately skilled 
participation in society. (Rountree and Rountree, 19681 
Friedenberg, 19651 and Goodman, 1956), In addition, Roun-
tree and Rountree suggest that the draft further serves 
this same purpose, (Rountree and Rountree, 1968,160). 
----
F 
' 
-
,..,----
3 
problem by defining and assigning importance to projects 
which could be accomplished by this age group.l 
Such findings and attitudes are more meaningful, 
or at least more easily explained, when their historical 
implications and antecedents are explored. Values and 
social structure are rarely generated spontaneously but 
are the result of an internally logical progression of 
socio-cultural events, According to Demos and Demos the 
interest in adolescence as a specific stage of develop-
ment can be traced to the United States during the late 
nineteenth and early twentieth centuries. At that time 
,,,social and economic change was everywhere 
apparent 1 ambitions wE!re high 1 there was an aston-
ishing diversity of people, ideologies and occu-
pations. The disparity between generations was 
a.ssumed 1 it became indeed part of the national 
mythology, (Demos and Demos, 1969,637-638) 
Because the interest in adolescence appeared to develop 
at just such a time of social heterogeneity, it would 
seem that those interested in the problem would have be-
come aware of the correlation. However, the interest in 
Darwinism of' the period contributed to the view that much 
of the national condition was the inevitable result of the 
1Two major exceptions to this statement must be 
noted, One is the development of the Peace Corps, created 
on March 21, 1961 for which anyone over the agH of eightetm 
years of age was declared eligiblH, Its specific aims were 
to promote world peace am1 goodwlll1 however (ln terms of 
this study) a more important goal mi.ght have been the 
evolutionary process. Therefore, it did not appear at 
all illogical to associate adolescent rebeLlion and social 
discomfort with physiological development. The work of G. 
Stanley Hall, the man identified as the "father of ado-
lescent psychology", perhaps best illustrated these ideas. 
In his book !1ole~cencea ~Psychology~ its Relation 
19. PhysiologY._, Anthropo_~. Sociology, Sex, Crime, Religion, 
and Education: written in 1919 he attempted to link the evo-
lution of species ideas of Darwin and the physiological 
development of children. From this combination he drew 
his biogenetic hypothesis which suggested that prior to ma-
turity a child must pass through many genetically determined 
physiological stages representing man's physiological and 
social evoLution from a solitary animal to a human parti-
cipant in civilized society. Adolescence represented the 
improvement of the national image of youth by giving them 
a notable taslt ·to accomplish, As Joseph 1''. Kaufman, Director 
of' 'l'raining for the Peace Corps in 1961 uugge sted 
We are ·not yert ~free of the stereotyped thinking of 
our youth.,, @~\ naive and flabby, interfering in 
tlle foreign relations of our nation, ~oo many po-
liticd.ans> and social scientists as well, accepted 
all too quickly the notion that American young people 
did not have the zeal, idealism, dedication or toughness 
to meet the challenge the Peace Corp idea represents, 
'fhey were mistaken. (Kaufman, in Erickson, 1965s181) 
The second is 'the recent move to allow the eighteen year 
old the right to vote in national elections. 
5 
storm and stress of the human race in the turbulent eigh-
teenth century. (Muus, 1962) 
Freud made further contributions to the implication 
of the phys.tological imperative of adolescence and the 
lack of profit in attempting to define their behavior in 
terms of social situations by suggesting that pubes-
cence brought about a need to solve new physiological. 
problems. 1'he desire to release sexual products contri-
buted to internal tension leaving the individual more 
vulnerable to ar~iety, genital phobia, and personality 
disturbances than adults and younger children. (Muus, 1962) 
The obvious implications of explaining adolescent 
behavior in terms of physiological change were that all 
cultures could be expected to have difficulty with their 
adolescents, and that the stage of adolescence could be 
predicted to end at a particular tin1e in relation to phys~ 
iolog~cal maturity, f'or conduct was genetically pre de., 
termined. However, the studies of anthropologists such 
as Margaret Mead done in 1928 and Ruth Benedict done in 
1931~ helped to demonstrate that patterns of adolescent 
behavior and the length of time spent in transition be-
tween childhood and adulthood found in other cultures 
were markedly different from 'those found in western 
Europe and the United States. Therefore, unless social 
6 
scientists were willing to take the position that such 
differences were the result of differential, intraspeciea 
evolutionary patterns, a new source of causation had to 
be hypothesized, 
Cultural relativism appeared to be a more tenable 
basis for hypothesis. The article "The Sociology of 
Parent-Youth Conflict" (Davia, 1940) reflected this posi-
tion. Although he was unwilling to totally disassociate 
himself from developmental physiology, Davis demonstrated 
a willingness to look specifically at socio-cultural en-
vironmental development in the United States and the 
changes that were taking place there. By examining the 
problem in this manner he was able to see how these pro-
cesses, which were quite exterior to the physiology of 
the people involved, might in fact affect their behavior. 
He hypothesized that the rebelHon of youth was most likely 
to occur in a culture that was experiencing rapid change, 
had a complex social structure, had little cultural in-
tegration, and had open competition for socio-econimic po-
sitions. (Davis, 1940) 
Social scientists currently involved in research and 
conjecture about the causes of the problema of youth ap-
pear to be in essential agreement with Davis who hypo-
thesized a relationship between the values and structure 
-- -- -
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of a culture and whether its young would have difficulty 
with the transition into adulthood. However, their fre-
quent unwillingness to apply their findings to a deter-
mination of how these factors affect personality and 
perception, and the resulting quality of inter-personal 
relations between parent and child, appear to give cre-
dence to the impression that there is still much tacit 
acceptance of adolescence being a genetically well-de-
fined stage which must be endured. During this period 
of time the "physiological imperative" overshadows the 
socio-personal effects of such factors as changing re-
ference groups, social class and culturally defined sex 
role norms. Therefore, they further imply that there is 
justification for making generalizations about all youth 
from studies of particular groups of youth in which no 
effort has been made to stratify the population and/or 
sample in terms of age, social class and sex.l 
.tFor examplila Mead suggests that social and tech-
nological changes have occured so rapidly that the young 
lack confidence in the ability of adults to confront the 
world and identify its problems (Mead, 1970) yet she does 
not specify a sample or discuss the differential e,ffects 
such change might have on those in different soclal clasaee 
Feur and Bettleheim stress that the increased suc-
cess of medical technology has lengthened 'the life span 
and decreased the amount of physical strength necessary 
to compete for a rneard.ngful position in society, There-
fore, youth fe!U' the apparent permanence of their elders, 
teo--
It would appear that if understanding is to be 
achieved regarding the factors interfering with parent-
late adolescent relationships and perceptions of one 
another, great care must be taken to avoid the cll.che 
that adolescence is merely a physiological state and 
explanations should be explored whl.ch regard late ado-
lescents as people susceptible to influence by being 
exposed to particular social structures. 1 
I. Importance of the Study 
8 
Any one of many broad socl.al processes in addl.tion 
to social mobility might have been used as the basis of 
this study. Generational mobill.ty was chosen because a 
significant part of the American Dream emphasizes that 
However, they fail to note that this might be parti-
cularly true of the middle class male, 
Although Kenniston devoted a parag~aph to dis~ 
cussion of why generalizations should not be made :f~om 
a small group to the larger society, (Kennlston, 19681 
274·) he preceded to make general.it.atlons about the 
"post-modern style of youth" from hls observations of 
fourteen indi.vicluals ranging in age from 19-29 years, 
ten of whom were deacribed as belonging ·to the upper-
middle class and only three of whom were women, 
1several studles have been undertaken with these 
concerns integ~ated into their designs. •rwo fine exam-
ples which should be recognized ar111 Mort'is Rosenberg, 
Societ_x !Nid th.£_ A'toh\~~-~.!1-t. §elf.-:.!!~!H~.EL· _ P:dr1ceton Unl~ 
versfty Press, Pn.nceton, 19651 and William A, Westley 
and Nathan B. Epstein, §J~~n~ ~ajqri~. Jossey~Bass, 
San Francisco, 1969. 
~ --
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social status is achieved rather than ascribed. However, 
when a family or an individual begins the process of upward 
mobility it would appear that they do not realize the 
full implications such a change will have for their living 
style, philosophy, and, as we are most specifically con-
cerned here, personality. 
II. Purpose of Study 
The genl;ral purpose of this study will be an ex-
ploration of the relationships between the self- descrip-
tions of late adolescents, their perceptions of how they 
think their like-sexed parents would describe them, their 
social class of origin, and the degree of their implied 
social mobility. The present study specifically inves-
tigates the proposition that as the late adolescent im-
plies an attempt to change hi.s social class of ori.gin 
(as measured by Hollingshead's Jwo F'actox: Index of Social 
Position by obtainil1g mox·e education and aspiring to a 
different occupation than his par<mts} the tested im· 
plication is that he feels his parents• perceptions of 
him become different from his own, {as measured in both 
cases by the ~djective Ch~ck ?ist developed by Gough and 
Hielbruner (1965)}, F'utherrnore, this difference will be 
greater than that perceived by those who are non-mobile, 
r:; -
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A secondary objective of the study will be to attempt 
to gain soma insight into the nature of social classes in 
our society. As will be seen in the review of the liter-
ature, there are many theories regarding this issue. Two 
of the most prominent to be discussed will be class spe-
cific versus commom values orientations, This study will 
attempt to see which of these two theories the type of 
data collected for this study will support. 
III. Definition of Terms 
For the purposes of this study the following de-
finitions of terms will be used, 
lmplieq social ~obi~ity shall refer to the dif-
ference that exists between the social class of the fat-
her of the adolescent, based upon Hollingshead's Two 
Factor Jndex of Socj~l Positi~ (1957), and the desired 
social class of the child, The computation of the desired 
social class of the child was based upon hls stated intended 
occupation and the education required to perform this oc~ 
cupation (again using the Holllngsl)ead teat). Implied 
social mobilitylis felt to be an important concept to 
explore in terms of the self concept and the adolescent's 
idea that their parents might see 'them differ'entlyl for 
1so called becmwe the social mobility o.f the stu~ 
dents is inferred from indications <Jther_ than direct state-
ments made by the students. 
~ 
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in essence, the factor of social class which contributes 
much to self-esteem or lack thereof must be considered 
as existing within the dimension of time. For the parent, 
social class is based upon what is being achieved in the 
present. The father is assumed to be participating in his 
life occupation and hence a contemporary estimate is 
probably valid,l The child, in contrast, is making as-
sumptions about his future. It might be argued that such 
reasoning is invalid for many of these goals will not be 
achieved, but as Ralph Turner (1964) suggests 
,,,it is the interaction of self and others rather 
than the mere fact of imagined self-placement which 
must be stressed. Stratification of destination 
is a fact because the society or subsociety of the 
adolescent is oriented toward the future and each 
member is dealt with on the basis of his apparent 
orientation toward the future, Within the group, 
the socializing and life situation impact upon 
the individual is geared to this future. (1964z212) 
§ocial Cl~ shall refer to the objective desig-
nation of belonging to a particular group depending upon 
the ratings set forth in the Holl.i.ngshead ~ Factor !n-
dex ot Social Posit.i.on (1957). This scale appears ap-
propriate for operationalizing social class in thls context 
1Although there was some diffi~ulty estimating the 
social class of the parents who had already retired, in 
all cases ·the occupa·tion which the father had been pur-
suing prior to his retirement was used, 
~=-=---
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fo~ it has been widely used and makes the comparison of 
results obtained from this study more easily made with 
other studies. However, perhaps more important is the 
fact that its components are education and ocoupation, 
both of which are socializing experiences which may be 
hypothesized to contribute to the formation of the self. 
Late adolescence shall refer to those students be-
tween the ages of eighteen and twenty years of age who 
were attending San Joaquin Delta College and enrolled in 
two specif:tc sections of the Marriage and Family classes 
during the Spring of 1970. 
Self-_Perc~j,_Q!! shall refer to that which the in-
dividual feels to be t:rue of himself and those feelings 
about him which he feels others possesss. These perceptions 
shall be expressed in terms of the scores obtained on the 
Adjective Checklist (Gough and Heilbruner, 1965) computed 
from the subjects' responses. 
Personalitx. ~valuati()_~ and pelf-De~iption shall 
refer to the values obtained frotn the scoring of the Ad-
jective, Checkl.ist. 
J?ersona,.li ty ~?-11! £.~ tt~!! shaH refer to the con-
figuration of scores obta:tned upon the various scales de-
-----
I 
veloped by Gough and Heilbrun for ~'he Adjective Check-
list (1965), The various scales are as follows. 
lJ 
1. Iotal nwn~~ of adjectives checked (No. Ckd,) 
Checking many adjectives seems to reflect surgency 
and dr:l.:ve, and a relative absence of repressive ten-
dencies •••• The man with low scores tends more often 
to be quiet and reserved, more tentative and cautious 
in his approach to problems •••• (1965s5) 
2. Defensivepess (Df) 
This scale measures the test-takers desire to dis-
simulate, If scores on defensiveness are highly 
deviant (greater than 70 or less than JO), an inter-
pre·tation of dissimulation should be entertained, 
(196515) 
). ~umber 9f fav~~able adjectives checked (Fav) 
This scale made up of 75 of the most favorable words 
in the JOO-word check list, The high scoring per-
son appears to be motivated by a strong desire to 
do well and to impress others by virtue of hard work 
and conventional endeavor.... 'fhe low scorer is 
much more of an individualist--more often seen as 
clever, sharp-witted, headstror\'!,. pleasure- seeking, 
and original in thought and behavior. (1965a6) 
. 4, N\.l.fl!..ber Q! unfavJ;•,;~:·able g§ject.\,~ checked (unfav) 
This scal!J is the counterpart of the scale mentioned 
immediately abow. It is made up of 75 of the least 
favorable words in the check l.ist. 'fhe high-scoring 
subject strikes others as rebellious, arrogant, care-
less, conceited, and cynical •••• The low-scorer is 
more placid, more obliging, more mannerly, more react-
ful, and probably less intelligent. (196516) 
s. Self-confidence (S-cfd) 
'l'his scale measures poise and self--assurance. The 
high-scorer is assertive, affiliative, outgoing, per-
sistent, an actionist,,,,, The low-scorer ••• has dif-
ficulty in mobilizing h.i.mself' and taking action, pre-
t 
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ferring inaction and contemplation. (1965a6) 
6. Self-control (S-en) 
This scale was developed to measure the •responsi-
bility-socialization• of an individual. High scorers 
tend to be serious, sober individuals, interested 
in and responsive to their obligations •••• There may 
be an element of over-control, too much emphasis on 
the proper means o:f attaining the ends of social 
living.,., At the other end of the scale one seems 
to find the inadequately socialized person, headstrong, 
irresponsible, complaining, disorderly, narclssistic 
and impulsive, (196516) 
? • Lability (Lab) 
This scale reflects flexibility, need for change, 
rejection of convention and assertive individuality. 
The high-scoring subject is seen favorably as spon-
taneous, but unfavorably as excitable, temperamental, 
restlgss, nervous, and high-strung •••• The low-
scorer is more phlegmatic, routinized, planful and 
conventional. (1965a?) 
8, Persona~ ~djustment (Per adj) 
This scale depicts a positive attitude toward life 
more than an absence of problems and worries. The 
high-scoring subject is seen as dependable, peace-
able, trusting, friendly, practical, loyal, and whole~ 
some,,.. He may not understand himself psychodynamically, 
but he nonetheless seems to possess the capacity to 
'love and work'.... The subject low on 'the personal 
adjustment scale sees himself as at odds with other 
people ancl as moody and dissatisfled. What appears 
to begin as a problem in self-definition eventuates 
as a problem in inter-personal living, {196!il?) 
9. Achievem~nt (Ach) 
1his seal~ measures the need to be outstanding in 
pursuits of socially recognized significance •••• 
The high~scorlng subject is usually seen as intelli-
gent and hard-working, but also as involved in hia in~ 
tellectual and other endeavore,,,, The lowwscoring 
subject •• ,is mora skeptical, more dubious about the 
L 
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rewards which might come from effort and lnvolvement, 
and uncertain about risking his labors. (1965a7) 
10, Dominance (Dom) 
~--·--~--
This scale evaluates the need to seek and sustain 
leadership roles in groups or to be influential and 
controlling in individual relationships.,,, The high-
scorer on thls scale is a forceful, strongwilled, and 
persevering .individual. He is confident of his ability 
to do what he wishes and is direct and forth-right 
in his behavior. 'l'he low scorer., .is unsure of him-
self, and.indifferent to both the demands and the chal-
lenges of inte:r--personal life. (1965c7) 
11. Endurance (End) 
This scale can be defined as the desire to persist 
in any task undertaken. The subject high on endurance 
is typically self-controlled and responsible, but 
also idealist:!.c and concerned about truth and justice •••• 
1'he low scorer., .is erratic and impatient, intolerant 
of prolonged effort or attention, and a:pt to change in 
an ab1·upt and quixotic ma1mer, (1965a7) 
12. · Order (Ord) 
This scale emphasizes the need for neatness, organi-
zation, and planning in one's activities. High-
scorers on order are usually sincere and dependable, 
but a:t the cost of indi vlduali ty and spontaneity •••• 
Low-scorers are quicker in tempcramer1t and reaction, 
and might often be called impulsive, They prefer 
complexity and variety, and dislike delay, caution, 
and deliberation. 
1). Intracepti~Q (Int) 
This scale refers to the need to ..• engage in attempts 
to understand one's own behavior or the behavior of 
others ••••. The high-scorer on intraception is reflective 
and serious •, .and knowledgeable.,.. '!!he low~scoriH:' 
may also hi:tve taHnt, iJUt he t~s11ds towU:l:'d profligaoy 
and intemp<a·atenens in U;s use. (196518) · 
~---====o==---=--== ,_,------- - --
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14. Nurturance (Nur) 
This scale refers to the need ••• to 'engage in behaviors 
which extend material or emotional benefits to others •• 
,, The subject high on this scale is of a helpful, 
nurturant disposit.l.on, but sometimes too bland and 
self -disciplined,,.. '!:'he subject scoring low ••• is the 
opposite; skeptical, clever, and acute, but too self-
centered and too little attentive to the feelings and 
wishes of others. (196518) 
15, Affiliation (Aff) 
This scale refers to the need ••• to seek and sustain 
numerous personal friendships.... The high-scorer, •• 
is adaptable and anxious to please but not necessarily 
because of altruh•tic motives, i.e., he is ambitious 
and concerned with position, and may tend to exploit 
others and his relationships with them in order to 
gain his ends. The low-scorer is more individualistic 
and strong-willed, though perhaps not out of inner 
resourcefulness and independence. (1965a8) 
16. ~et~~3exuallty (Het) 
This scale indentlfies the need ••• for the company of 
and deri.ving of emotional satisfactions from inter-
actions with opposite-sexed peers •••• The high-
scorer,,,is interested in the opposite sex as he'is 
in·teres·ted in li:fe, experi.ence, and most things around 
him in a healthy, direc-t., and outgoing wanner.... The 
low~scorer thinks too much,, .and damiJens his vi tali tya 
he tends ·to be dispirited, inh.Lbited, shrewd and cal-
culating in his interper~~onal relati.onshlps. (1965•8) 
17 Exhibition (l~xh) 
__ .... ~ ......... -----
'rhis scale measures a need to ••• behave in such a way 
as to elicit the· immediate attention of others,,., 
Persons who are high on this scale tend to be self-
centered and even narcissistic •••• Persons who score 
low tend toward apathy, self--doubt, and undue inhibi-
tion of i.mpulse. (196518) 
18, A~~onomy (Aut) 
This scale measures a need to ,,,act independently 
of others or of social values and expectations ••• , 
-----
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The high-scorer ••• is independent and autonomous, but 
also assertive and self-willed. He tends to be in-
different to the feelings of others and heedless of 
their preferences when he himself wishes to act, (1965•8) 
19. Aggress_l(J!! (Agg) 
This scale measures a need to ••• engage in behavior 
which attacks or hurts others. 'l'he individual high 
on this scale i.s both competitive and aggressive, He 
sel~ks to win, to vanquish, and views others as rivals, 
, , • , 'rhe i.ndi vidual who is low on Aggression is much 
more of a confor"mist, but not necessarily lacldng in 
courage or tenacity, He tends to be patiently di-
ligent, and sincere in his relationships with other, (196519) 
20. Change (Cha) 
'l'his scale evaluates the need to •• , seek novelty of 
experience and avoid routine •••• Persons who score 
high •• ,are typlcally pe:rcepti ve, alert, and spon-
tmHcous individuals who comprehend problems and situ-
ations rt<pi.dly and incisively and who take pleasure 
in change and variety.... The low-scorer· seeks stabi-
lity and cnntinuity in his environment, and is appre-
hensive of ill-defined and risk-involving situations, (196.Sa9) 
21. S~~c2~~ (Sue) 
'I'his scale evaluat£JS the need to solicit sympathy, af-
fection, or ctnotlonal support from others ••• , The 
high-scorer is dependent on others, seeks support, and 
and expects to find it. The low-scorer., .is independent, 
resourceful, and self.-sufficient, but at the same time 
prudent and circumspect. (1965: 9) 
22. ~-b~.u:>_10ment (A ba) 
This scale depicts the need to express feelings of 
inferiority through self-criticism, guilt, or social 
impotence,... High-scorers ••• are not only submissive 
and self~effacing, but also appear to have problems 
of self-acceptance,, •• The low-scorer is optimistic, 
poised, productive, and decisive. (1965x9) 
2). Dosference (Def) 
~- .,..,.~...._..__~--. .... 
'l'his scal<J mear;ures the need to seek and sustain sub-
18 
ordinate roles in relationships with others,,,, The 
indivH1ual high on deference is typically conscien-
tious, dependable, and persevering. He is self-denying 
not so much out of any fear of others or inferiority 
to them as out of a preference for anonymity and free-
dom from stress and external demands •••• The indivi-
dual with a low score ••• is more energetic, spontaneous, 
and independent! he like attention, like to supervise 
and direct others, and to express his will. (1965a9) 
24. ~~~~~~~ing Readiness (Crs) 
The main function of this scale is to identify those 
subjects with sufficient 'available anxiety• to mo-
tivate them to change and hence derive benefit from 
counseling. The high-scorer,,,is predominantly worried 
abou-t himself and ambivalent about his status. He 
feels left out of things, unable to enjoy life to the 
full (sic),, •• is unduly anxious.... The low scorer 
.is more or less free of these concerns. He is self-
confident, poised, sure of himself, and outgoing. (1965c9) 
It is anticipated that the above definitions will 
clarify any terms that are used in a manner specifically 
related to this study rather than general con-text. 
CHAPTER TWO 
REVIEW OF RELA'l'ED LITERATURE 
When research is organized which will attempt 
to demon8trate relationships between widely divergent 
areas it would appear that these basic theoretical as-
sumptions should be carefully investigated and ade-
quately stated. Therefore this chapter will first 
briefly present the theoretical asBumptions of this the-
sis, 'l'his conceptual framework will then be followed 
by a review of pertinent research and readings in each 
of the areas under consideration. 
I. Rational and Conceptual Framework 
In this thesis an ar;soci.ation is being sought 
between the effect of the greater nocial structure re-
presented by the sod.al class system in the United 
States, and the late adolescent's relationship with his 
parents. These two Variables will be ana.lyzed in terms 
of an adjective checklist which the youth has used to 
evaluate both his "self" and how he thinks his like-
seJ(:ed parent would describe his "self"; and a test of 
social class which was used to locate the position 
,-:; -
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of the youth's family of origin and the position to which 
he aspires in the total social class system of the society. 
A series of premises upon which such an hypothe-
sized association of ideas can be based is as followsa 
1) the self is a knowable social product whose develop-
ment is influenced by its social and physical environ-
menta 2) the social-class system is a part of that same 
social environment and is useful to the self only as it 
is perceived through the groups with whom the self as-
sociates and whom the self observesa J) the association 
with groups is a fluid, compounding process with some 
groups being added and others moving out of importance 
at the same t:tme; 4) what one learns and does in one 
g:roup may radically affect how one feels about another, 
5) the family is one of these groups which holds a par-
ticular position in the social class system, therefore, 
what other groups t<lach may cause discontimli ties in the 
child's expectations about his family and what he per-
ceives that they expect or him. 
It wotiid appear tha.t one of the best methode 
of establishing the validity of such a system of logia 
would ba to d<'lmelnst~·ate the past effectivetiess ot using 
the component parts in the manner shown by citing theo-
retical precedence and previous research, There f'ore, the 
& . 
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ensuing discussion will explore the following concepts 
in that manner& the knowable social self; the importance 
of perception to the development of the self! the function 
of reference groups for relating the social environment 
to the individual; social classes represented as compar-
ative reference groups which epitomize the clusterings of 
attitudes, personality traits and social accomplishments; 
and the effect of changing social classes on the family 
and ultimately the self. 
II. flis£!.Q_~~,on of Q.s>_fl!~~"-nts 
1:1:1.~ _!l:_r2._owa 1_>,1~. _soc_Jc<:•l ~J,f 
Finding theoretical and resear•ch precedence for 
looking at the self as a knowable product is not diffi-
cult for numerous studies have been devoted to developing 
an adequate instrument .for measud.ng the self1 , The 
decision to further delineate the self by sugges'tinl;); that 
it is a soc.i.al product owes its inltial his·torical support 
to the anti-instinct tradition of -~he behaviorists. 'l'he 
behaviorist .freed the individual from his genetic physio-
logy (instincts) to a degree and allowed him to be open to 
1An extensive bibliography and d.l..scussion of 
the llO attempts through 1961 can h<~ :found in 'I!he Self 
Co!_)._g_ept 1 A .cri_:~j.s~±. f:>ur~;y: 2.! _r~_r:.til}_ent ge sear.cJ!_Ll. t.£,~­
~~~:~ (Wylie, 1961), Synthesis of her ideas and some 
updating of rec,H,arch can be .found in the article by this 
same author.· entitled '"l'he Present StatJJs of Self 'fheot·y" 
i(n JJ:le B_<.i..!l_~_[Jo().f Q[ I'..CEll.S>.n.~_J,J,.i;.;t: 1'h~oa. and Research 
Borgatta and Lambert, 19ool728-7o7) 
22 
the forces of his social envirorunent (Burnham, 1968), 
The extent to which the individual was dependent upon his 
social environment for his concept of himself was then 
hypothesized by Charles Horton Cooley and George Herbert 
Mead. Cooley identified the looking glass self (which 
assumed that the self concept changed in terms of the at-
titudes of the pet-sons with whom one was interacting) 
(Cooley. 1956). And, basic to the discussion of the self 
by Mead was the different effects of the "significant" 
and "generalized" others in the social environment of 
the self (Mead, 1934). 
More recently the conceptualization of the self 
as being in flux and subject to influence by its temporal, 
social context has been adapted to rllany different fields 
of study, For example, the anthropologist, Melford 
Spiro suggests that before 'the "psycho-biological or-
ganism" which is 'the child can possess a personality he 
must selectively assimilate the meanings i.nheren't in his 
cultural heritage given by his,parents, as well as those 
meanings given by others in his social-cultural enviror~ent, 
These acquired meanings serve to modify his per-
sonality so that i't becomes a unique coi1figuration 
of the meanings of all his interaction, both pa-
rer>tal and nonparental, culturF.llly patterned and 
idiosyncratic. (Spiro, 1951t43) 
The sociologist, Talcott Parsons, when discussing 
F 
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the relationship of the concept of identity (one closely 
allied with the idea of the self) states 
First it should be stated that this [dentit~ is to 
be treated basically as learn~d, it is the product 
of the lndividual' s own lTfe -experience, his inter-
action with his environment. The only genetically 
given structural components of action systems are 
the inborn human capacities to learn cultural-level 
behavior and action ••• through the central nervous 
system, (Parsons, 1968,20) 
The psychologist, Gordon Allport explains capacity 
for self in the following manner 
The young infant has retentive capacity during the 
first months of life but in all probability no 
sense of self-identity, '!'his se11se seems to grow 
gradually, partly as a result of being clothed and 
named, and otherwise marked off by the surrounding 
environment. Social interaction is an important 
factor, It is the actions of the other to which 
he-differentially adjusts that force upon the child 
the realization that he is not the other, but a 
being in his own :eight, (Allport, 1968s28) 
And the social psychologist, Ralph H. Turner hypothesizes 
that 
'l'he distinguishing content of any individual's 
self conception is established during the inter-
play be"tw(;len the succe ~:sion of self·- images and his 
goals and values, Valuen and images are thrown 
into unique juxtaposition by his distlncti.ve set 
of interactive experiences, Each person• s self-
conception is a selective worldng compromise between 
his ideals and the images forced upon htm by his 
imperfect behavior in actual situations, (Turner, 1968;94) 
Basic to all of the above ideas la the importance 
of the social situation to the development of the self' 
of ·~M individual. This includes the clustering& of pao-
-----
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ple around the self as well as the experiences he has.in 
conjunction with them, 
Reference Groups 
A pertinent area of sociological research which 
attempts to study the effects of this type of interaction 
is that of reference group theory. This area of speciali-
zation is a comparatively new one having its inception 
as recently as 191~2 when it was named by Hyman in conjec-
tion with his study of what he referred to as the psycho-
logy of status (Hyman, 1968). In this original context 
the reference group was used to help explain ",,,the way 
individuals ranked themselves in terms of their choice 
of a social framework for comparison .... " (Hyman, 1968t5) 
More recently reference group theory has been re-
fined to distinguish two distinct, functional types ~the 
coinparative and the normative (Merton, 19621 Kelley; 1968) ,1 
The normative group has been described as one the indi~ 
vidual would like to join and therefore attempts to con-
1Shi butani has lndi.cated a third type which he has 
desl(,rnated, "Groups to wh:l.ch men aspire",. (Shibutani, 19671 
75) but as Tyrner has indicated, '"rhe desit·e to be accepted 
is depicted (by sociologist§ as the mechanism which leads 
to the adoption o:f the values and perspective o! the re-
ference grouxh" (•rm:ner, 1956•32'1) 'l'herefore, one would 
assume that there would be few, if any, instances when 
Shibutani•s hypothesized third classification would not be 
included in the two mentioned above, 
-
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form to the attitudes of its membership in order to promote 
acceptance (Kelley, 1968). while the comparative group 
is defined as " ••• a group which the person uses as a re-
ference point in making evaluations of himself or others." 
(Kelley, 1968179) 
For the purposes of this thesis it would appear that 
the latter is the more gel.'rnane for in essence it is being 
suggested that as the student implies mobility (by pur-
suing a diffc~rent pattern of education and setting dif-
ferent occupational goals than hls parents) he beglns to 
feel that his parents are no longer a valid reference group 
for comparison purposes. It is further hypotlwsized that 
this af't'ects the parent-child relatlonship for "'l'he ex-
pectations of role partners are effective to the degree 
that they are liked, respected and have power over the 
individual." (Secord and Backman, 1')6511.11+), Otherwlae 
"the child would not be able to tolorate ·t;he difference 
of opinion for 
When the behav.l.or [.l,n this cane, the antlcipated 
self descrip'tiol11 of other per·uonn is ineongruent 
with an individual's self concept or his own be-
havior Lf!is own self descri.ptioffi he is likely to 
feel uncomfortable, and various affective, per~ 
ceptual, and cognitive procegses may come into 
play to restore congruency. (Secord and Backman, 
l965s92) 
'£he ·theoretical b<wis for the value of measurlng 
,.---- ------------==--
an individual's perception of an event or thlng rather 
than objectively looking at that event or thing by it-
self is well stated by Talcott Parsons, He suggests 
that the outcome of «ny inter«ct.ion depends upon 
.•• 1) cognitive perception and conceptualization 
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--- the answer to V[h_?:~ ~~:i!_e_ g])_~_ct .!.i:i and 2) cathexis 
attachment or avel·si.on -- the answer to what the 
ob;jec_t_ lfi_£_<J_I}f?_ in an emotion sense. ·rhe thlrd mode 
by which a percon m·ients himnelf to an object is 
by evaluation -·- the integration of cogni tl ve and 
cathetic moaning of the object for a system over 
time. (Parsons, 1951 d'/) 
Furthermore, thure is much precedence in terms of 
research. As early as 19511- while studying the ego struc-
ture of child1•en, Ausubel, £};_ !3-_l._., concluded that measuring 
children's perception of their parents' attitudes and be-
havior was much mot'e valid for their re<>earch for 
,,,althou~h parent behavior is an objective event 
in the real world, it affects the child's ego de-
Velopment only to the extent and in the form in 
which he perceives it. (Ausubel, 1954t17J) 
ll"cDavid and .Schx·oder (195'7) suggeGted that one of the 
antecedents of delinquent behavior was an inability to 
perceive the difference between poGitive and negative 
interpersonal or rlituatJonal evt,ntB, vlheroas, the results 
of separate research projectu done by Backman and Secord 
{1959), and Tagu1.ri (195fl) GU/~geutud tha·t 11ft individlll'il's 
perception that a stranger liked h l.m initially led to the 
choosing of that individual for further interaction in a 
group setting. 
-
-------------
~--~ 
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More recant examples of research demonstrating the 
effect of the perception of an event on behavior are as 
followss Chaney (1970) demonstrated that the amount of vio-
lence in a television program was not so important for 
predisposing a child to further violent behavior as was 
how the child perceived the violence, The more likely he 
was to perceive that the violent program represented the 
real world the more likely was he to imitate the behavior. 
Webber (1970) found the perception of the amount of ver-
bal interaction between supervisors and their subordinates 
was very different than what actually occurred but the 
perceived pattern was used for evaluation of relation-
ships. Deutsch (1960) demonstrated that the attempt to 
perceive the reaction of another person when a limited 
amount is known about him leads to misconceptions and 
misunderstood intel'lktion. Finally, two studies have been 
done which demonstrate that the degree to which one likes 
another person af'fects behavior and determines how one 
will perceive their ideas and attutudes (Backman and Secord, 
19621 Lott and Lott, 1969) 
Social Class 
---
Another factor to be evaluated in terms of the 
initial premises for associating the ideas in the under-
===- = c=.= -=---- --
---
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lying theory is that of social class, If social class 
is to be used as the basis for indicating a change be-
tween the students• opinion of them it must be operat-
ionally established that social classes are in fact very 
evident and identifiable phenomena with differential at-
titudes, personality trait tendencies and expected ac-
complishments associated with each. 
The literature indicates that many theorists dis-
agree about the extent to which classes set themselves 
apart, It appears that they can be roughly divided into 
two groups1 those who can be identified with a common 
values position and those who hypothesize class-specific 
values, 
The common value perspective can be demonstrated 
by selections from the ideas of Hobert K, Merton and Tal-
cott Parsons, In Merton's classi.cal essay, "Social Struc-
ture and Anomie" (1957), he suggests that although ·there 
is much divex'gent behavior between the social classes of 
the United States it .is the result of individual adap-
tation to the existing class differences in accessibility 
to the cultural goals rather than an institutionalized 
class-related dissimllarity of goals and values, He 
furth1.1r suggi'lsts that all people ln the United State~> ca11 
be said to believe tha·t 1 
---------
~--------
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First, all should strive for the same lofty goals 
since these are open to alla second, present seeming 
failure is but a way station to ultimate success1 
and third, genuine failure consists only in the 
lessening or withdrawal of ambition. (195711)9) 
Talcott Parsons' discussion of stratification 
in his book Essay_~ in Sociological Tl}_eorx (19.54) suggests 
that the very stratificati.on of a society is based upon 
common moral judgement. continua which help define the 
position of the individual. 
But so. far as the society is morally and hence 
ins-ti-tutionally integrated, they are all governed 
by 'the samo generalized patterns. 'rhis common pat-
tern is appli•~d on the judgements of higher and 
lower as applied to individuals which then form 
a convenient point of reference for systematizing 
tho normative pattern itself. (195417)) 
In a later essay he suggests that while these common 
moral judgements are held by all people at any one time 
they also endure act'oss genera tiorls so that the society 
is also histot'icallY integrated by basic values ".,,which 
exist at a very high level of generality, witholit any 
specification of functions or any level of in-tarnal dif-
ficulty or particularization of situation," (196Jc96) 
He cites the Amer.i.can reliance upon the value of instru-
mental activism as an example which can be traGed his-
torically to the concep·tion of man• s role as an instur-
ment of' God • s will to build !Us kingdom on earth, Hence 
Americans are ",,,committed to maximal effort in the 
JO 
maximal effort in the interest of valued achievement 
under a system of normative order,,,," (196319'7) and that 
",,,once institutionalized, the fulfillment of such a 
value pattern need not by motivated by an explicit re-
cognition of its religious groundings," (196Ja97) 
The opposing point of view, that class specific 
values do in fact exist and guide behavior, regardless 
of goal accessibility, can be demonstrated with the writing 
of Allison Davis and Herbert Hyman and more recently in 
the research by Lee Rainwater and Oscar Lewis, 
Davis suggested that part of the reason that the 
lower class maintains high rates of unemployment and ab-
senteeism is that punctuality, responsibility, drive and 
the desire to get ahead are not part of the lower class .: 
culturalexperience, In fact the pattern that the lower 
class child is-presented for imitation is that of irres-
ponsibility, lack of ambition, absenteeism and quitting of 
jobs, Just as Parsons (196J) hypothesized an historical 
religious origin for "instrumental activism". which is 
no longer equated with the idea, Davis proposed that the 
lower class values originated with individual adaptation 
, I 
to frustration arising from differential acce ssi b_ili ty 
to the general cultural goals but the differential means 
of individual adaptation became institutionalized and 
are now taught in place of the goals ?f the middle 
-----
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class. (Davial1946) 
Hyman (1953) agreed that differential values do 
exist and suggested that they serve the purpose of sof-
tening the impact of low status, but, once learned, act 
as a self-imposed barrier to improved position, 
Representing more recent research Oscar Lewis 
(1961), while dealing with the cross-national implications 
of the culture of poverty, demonstrates many values and 
attitudes which he hypothesizes are class related, Exam-
ples are1 low value being placed upon attaining education, 
fate being considered the arbitrator of one's fortunes 
rather than one's own effox·ts, little regard being given 
to social organization beyond the extended family, and 
the adherence to a strong present time orientation, 
Hans ( 1969) , Rodman ( 196 J) and Turner ( 1964) all 
contribute suggestions that indicate a theoret.ical ori-
entation for reconciling these two positions in such a way 
that would be beneficial to the hypothesis associated with 
this study. Each, in a somewhat different way, implies 
that the implica tiona are insti tutionalizc;d in a different 
manner for the vad.(JUs social classes, 
Rodman (196J) describeu his idea in terms of a 
"value stretch", A broad value such as the importance 
of success mlght be sbarl3d but eur:h clleH1S would stretch 
----
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the value to include different attainable criteria for 
being judged successful. 
Turner (1964) suggests that the issue is one of 
personal relevancy, 
Social classes d:i.ffer not so much in the values 
which they endorse .in general as in the extent 
to whlch they regard these values as applicable 
to themBelves as goals for their own striving. 
(1961}t80) 
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The recent re<>earch o:f Hans (1969} suggests that 
adolescents are certainly aware of the existence of a 
set of broad values and the selective methods in which 
they may be implemented, When aGked what they wished to 
achieve in terms of future occupation, education and 
material comforts there appeared to be no association 
between perception of limitations (in terms of self-
ability and opportunity) and aspirations, However, when 
subjects were asked what they expecte_g_ they would achieve 
the effects of social class limitations for opportunity 
were clearly seen. 
Therefore, it would appear that if it has been de-
monstrated that adolescents appear to react to limiting 
effects of social class (whether this be the result of 
sub-cultural, learned attitudes or simply the personal 
feelings of irrelevancy of striving), then it might be 
suggested that those who are implying social mobility 
JJ 
are able to camteract the effects of the perception of 
limitation, They appear to do so by defining the greater 
society's values as applying to them, or accepting the 
"value stretches" of a different class, At the same time, 
however. it is to be expected that because of constant 
exposure they will remain aware of ·the impressions about 
them held by their parents even though these ideas may 
represent the class from which they hope to emerge, None-
theless, social stratification becomes, in terms of both 
interpretations, a valid construct for analyzing difference 
of perception between parent and late adolescent, 
The effect of changing social classes 
on the seifand"On families ----
- -- --- -- _ __, -------
The effec! ~t ~ocial ~ability 2n families,-- It 
would appear that one of the most frequently studied in-
dices of the affect of social class and family integration 
ia that of visiting patterns among kin (Stukert, 19631 
Aiken, 19691 Bruce, 1970), Both Stukert and Bruce found 
that visit.ing patterns between mobile children and their 
parents (Studert) and their siblings (Bruce) showed much 
less visitation occurring. Aike:n•s (1969) t•esearch supported 
these findin1~s only if coupled wi:th "rel:l.gious !nobility". 
although his findings might not initially appear as per-
tinent to the present study the relationship becomes more 
obvious when we examine his explanation for these results,. 
1·: 
~-- ---
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Occ.upational mobility implies movement within a 
relatively open system and does not imply any overt 
~hangea of alliance to group norms or structures. 
lJie migh-t be faulted for overstating this point. 
It is obvious that changes in friendship patterns 
often occur when different job responsibili-ties 
are undertaken and these changes may be quite 
over1] On the other hand, religious mobility does 
imply overt changes of alliance to group norms and 
structures, It implies the disruption of commit-
ment in one closed syGtem ••• and the commitment 
to another. Such alterations in group attachments 
are likely to involve some violation of family norms 
.if there are those in the ldnship unit who do not 
make the same changes. (1969:268) 
This piece of research is not important because of the 
independen-t variable chosen for study (religious patterns) 
but for the assrunption that perhaps any group that re-
quires open allegiance (i,6.,schools, social clubs, etc,) 
when studied as an independent variable might produce 
these results and that a combination of several would 
become even more conclusive. 
Lemaster (1.954) sought to study less overt mani.., 
festations of family integration. His results reveal. 
very differen·t "familial syndromes" for the socially mo-
bile and immobile students. He suggests that immobile 
students 
••• are more likely to feel they can •talk things 
over' with thelr parents, 'they are more likely to 
report that they think their parents undex·stand 
them •• , (195/H227). 
Thus familielill with social-class continuity appear to 
be more stable and close, 
l::_ 
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Litvak, (1969) was much less willing to con-
cede that kinship ties have suffered to the point of 
complete disrepair because of social and physical mo-
bility, Instead, the generalized function of all modern 
primary groups is to provide supplemental resources 
to isolated nuclear families. The impact of modern in-
dustrial societies has been to differentiate the types of 
aid primary groups (families, neighbors and friends) can 
render. 'rhe function for adult children that their ori-
ginal nuclear familY serves in modern society is to 
help when long-term medical care is needed and to care 
for young children in case of death. Neighbors are im-
portant for time-related emergencies and services based 
upon territoriality,. while friendship primary groups 
must help the nuclear family group to deal with attitudes 
and ideas that are in flux. It appears that he would 
agree that friendship groups become :more important than 
family grpups in tet•ms of attitude formation as adult-
hood is approached and reached but that this in not a 
factor for concern. 
The. .~ _Q,f social £lass !!_osition .Q1l personality 
and percepti_on. -- A very basic study in this area was con~ 
ducted by Bernstein (1958), He attempted to establish a 
qualitative dichotomy of percepti()n between the lniddle 
class and the working cla~:w by suggesting that the middle 
--- -------------
learns to be sensitive to the structure of objects 
(social as well a.s physical) while the working class 
tends to recognize the content of objects, 
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Sensitivity to the structure of objects is here de-
fined in terms of a matrix of relationships, Sen-
sitivity to content is a function of learned ability 
to respond to the boundaries of an object rather than 
to the matrix and inter-relationships in which it 
stands with other objects. (Bernstein, 1958:160) 
This hypothetical difference in perception tends to rein-
force very different values and sets :for perceiving situ-
ations.1 
The later studies of Bieri (196'1) ,Pear lin. and .Kahn 
(1966) and Kahn and Schooler (1969) tend to reinforce 
one another. Bieri appeared to find a significantly 
higher dominance score on personality tests for upper 
class subjects, Pearlin and Kohn'S study of parental 
values related to social class may demonstrate why this 
occurs, They have found that middle class mothers and 
fathers valu!.l self'~control and self "·dh'ec tion in their 
children while work:tng class pare11ts stress obedience, 
They hypothesize that this is a natural exte11sion of 
1Because the middle class person sees relation-
ships betweton groups and ideaa he values planning in ad-
vance and can expect to aellieve goals which will be realized 
a long time in the future. 'I'he lower class person tends 
to see limi ta·t:tons and has a strong pror;ent time orien-
tation. · 
r=:-- ---= = 
life experience. Lower-class occupations tend to re-
quire close supervision, less.self-reliance and more 
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control of things rather than people. The reverse is 
supposed to be true of middle-and upper-class occupations. 
Hence each class would tend to stress those things that 
had been factors in their success no matter how limited, 
The study by Kohn and Schooler (1969) lends fur-
ther support to ·the proposition that middle-class parents 
value self-direction while working-class parents value 
conformity. This study, however, focuses on the effect 
these two types of parental values have upon self-view. 
Their findings suggest that the relationship is much 
less clear. There is a tendency for those of higher 
social class to have more self-confidence, less anxiety 
and less expressed self-depreciation. It seems that the 
lesser significance ratings whicl'! would make the rela-
tionships seem loss clear might be attributed to dif-
ferences in their study design. It was constructed in 
such a manner that those who achieved their present po-
sition through upward social mobility were not separated 
from those who were stable, 1'hey do suggest support for 
reference group theory by stating• 
Although we cannot overlook the obvious and critical 
fact that claaa origins play a ma,;or part in de~ 
termining present class position, it is apparent 
that when men move into class positions different 
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from those of their parents,,,their values and orien-
tation come to agree with those of their achieved 
class positions. (Kohn and Schooler, 1969&669) 
The mechanism through which this change in orien-
tation can occur is suggested in Kohn' s book Class and 
Conformi~X (1969). 
Self-direction, in short, requires opportunities 
and experiences that are more available to peo-
ple who are more favorably situated in the hier-
archical order of-society; conformity is the natural 
consequence of inadequate opportunity to be self-
directed, (19G9o189) 
He further suggests that the opportunity to be self-
directed is achieved through formal education and 
occupational experience, (19691191)1 
~E.i o:( ,social mobility on J2ersonali ty. -- The 
above articles (Kohn and Schooler-, 19691 and Kohn, 1969) 
suggest that social mobility apparently results in the 
mobile person taking on the personality characteristics 
of the clas~ he enters. Blau (1956), however, suggests 
that the price of: upward mobility may be greater iruae~ 
curi ty, more concern a bou·t health, more nervousness and 
a greater tendency to mental illness, 'fhese :t'indings are 
supported b;{ 'l'urner•s (1964) discussion of the marginal 
person who never could quite feel comfortable w;l. th his 
achievement of social mobility. 'rhis experience was one 
11'hose very factors tna·t <<re identified by Hollings~ 
head in the ~~ pf ;'locial Po~J:ti$1· (1965), 
)9 
of rootlessness, isolation, less sense of a clear stan-
dard to guide behavior, hypersensitivity and irrita-
bility, Then,· if these conditions could be dealt with 
the individual appeared to show greater innovative ability 
and creativi·ty. 
An attempt has been made in this chapter to pre-
pare a theoretical basis for the research questions which 
thi.s thesis will attempt to answer. The areas of past 
research that have been examined are1 1) the self as a 
knowable social product influenced by its social and 
physical environment, 2) the social-class system as a 
component of the social environment useful t" ·the self 
as it is perceived through the reference groups with whom 
the self assocfates and whom the self observes, J) demon, 
stration tha·t associations with groups is a fluid, com-
pounding process, 4) examination of how what one learns 
and does in one group may affect how one :feels about an-
other, and S) the family as a reference group holding a 
particular posi tiort in, the soc ial~clat1S s true ture of society, 
r=;---== 
" ...,_-
.,__ --- -
c-- -
CHAPTER THREE 
METHODS AND PROCEDURES 
The studies and theoretical hypotheses cited 
in the previous chapters indicate a tentative relation-
ship between personality patterns and the differeing so-
cialization experiences and life patterns of members of 
the various social classes. The aim of this study, as 
suggested in the introduction, is to determine whether 
implied mobility constituting an anticipated change of 
social classes migh-t be a factor affecting the relation-
ship between the child's perception of his personality 
and how he feels his paren·ts perceive him. 
I. pescriptj..o~ Q.£ Instruments. ~ tor Quant:Ltative JVIeasurement 
To faciHtate this inquiry it was necess!llry to 
obtain quantitative measuremant oi' the tol1owir1g faotors1 
1) the subjects' pe1•ception of themselves, 2) the sub-
jects' perception of how they think their like-sexed 
parent would descr:l.be them, J) the social class of the 
parents, and 4) the implied future social class of the 
subjects as anticipated by the students themselves, ~-
' 
!'j---
Measurement of thtil :>elf··_p_ercept~on and 
~ pert;;eived-~ental-:_cl.escript~on --
The Adjective Check List (ACL) 
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This instrument developed for research by Harrison 
G. Gough and Alfred B. Heilbrun (1965) was used in this 
study to measure both the adolescents' perception of 
themselves and their expected perceived parental descrip-' 
tiona. The pragmatic bases for selecting this particular 
instrument were& 1) it could be used to measure many di~ 
vergent areas of the self, 2) the familiar words and lack 
of structured responr;e to them (i.e., forced choice, or 
decisions to be made about the degree of accuracy of 
statements regarding behavior) allowed the subjects 
greater ease in attempting to describe themselves as they 
thought their parents would descri·be them1, :3) the test 
was easily and quickly administered to a large number of 
subjects, 
The above CJ:'.i teria, while important ir1 terms of 
efficiency and appropx·iateness of :fo:t·mat, are not suffi-
cient justification for making an ultimate choice, Equally 
1A more stt·uctured teat might have directed the stu-
dents to evaluate their parents• opinion of' them in terms 
of behavior v'itiich they mi.g!Yt. hope their parents knew no-
thing about. (i.e., "243. 1 am often bothered by useless 
_ thoughts which keep l'i.1lm:l.ng through my mind, "1 and ".A:t 
titnes I have a strong urge to do nomething harmful or 
shocking," (Gough, 1.956a •roat J3ookle·t for the California 
Psychological lnv~n~t()EX no pagination incl\lded)-··----
--o---------
important are the factors involved in determining vali~ 
dity1 1) what empirical and theoretical considerations 
were given for the development of·the scales during 
their inception, and 2) what subsequent attempts have 
been made to determine whether the scales measure what 
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they purport to measure. These two areas will be considered · 
separately. 
Development and theoretical basis for the scales 
of the Adjective Check List.-- The analysis of the ACL in· 
these terms is complicated because the twenty-four scales 
are "not sub-units of a greater whole. They were neither 
developed by the same person nor at the same time. Scales 
One, and Three through Eight were developed by Gough, 
while the remaining seventeen can be attributed to Heil-
brun. :.' .. 
The first scales devised were those which origi-
nated with Gough. Scales Three and Four were concerned 
with the favorability'or unfavorability of the self-
description.1 Selection of the specific adjectives for 
1This factor was found to be an important variable 
in personality testing. For a bibliography o£ the re-
search upon which this conclusion was based see Gough 
(1965t20-21) 
4) 
these scales was initially done in a rational manner.1 
Undergraduate psychology students were directed to select 
the seventy-five most and least favorable words in a par-
ticular category. The seventy-five words in each cate· 
gory which had the highest amount of inclusion on students• 
listings were included in the corresponding scale. In-
dividual counseling with subjects who subsequently scored 
high or low.on·either o!.the scales seemed to validate the 
·rational method of their development. (Gough, 1965)2 
Scales Five through Eight were developed at the 
i ' . 
Institute of Personality Assessment and Research in Ber-. 
keJey in an attempt to 
,,,define adjective scales which would parallel the 
major factoral dimensions found in t~ California· .. 
Psychological Inventory [gough, 1957JU , a test spe· 
cifically concerne.d with the significan.t variables of 
social interaction. (Gough, 196516) · · 
These scales_were_established empirically by studying the 
1Two very different methods were used to develop these 
scales. The first consisted of developing a theoretical 
base and then choosing adjectives which logically appeared 
to fit, while the second utilized the profiles obtained 
from subjects who had previously been diagnosed in a man-
ner similar to the scale being developed. For the purposes 
of this section the first shall be referred to as "rational" 
development and the second will be labeled "empirical" de· 
velopment. 
2For a brief description of what each scale purpor.ts 
to measure see pages thirteen through eighteen in Chap-· 
ter One. 
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profiles of those subjects previously assessed as scoring 
particularly high or low on. the traits in question. 
Items with consistent positive correlation were 
retained for the •indicative' cluster of adjec-
tives, and items with consistent negative corre-
lations were kept for the •contra-indicative• 
list. (Gough 19o.5a6)1 · 
Scale One, also developed by Gough, is utilized 
for standardizing scoring and since it has little or no 
bearing upon personality (Gough,196.5a.5) it will be reported 
in the results but will not be analyzed. 
The next fifteen scales were developed by Heilbrun 
in an attempt to rationally operationalize fifteen of the 
original twenty needs hypothesized by Henry A, Murray (1938) 
to exist within the individual's "Need-Press" system,2 
The satisfaction of all of Murray's hypothetical needs does 
.. 
not necessa~ily result in action which could be easily 
. 
1The scales were scored by counting the numbers of 
words on the indicative and contra~indicative lists and 
then subtracting the latter from the former. 
2According to Murray a need can be defined as 
,,,a construct (a convenient fiction or hypo-
thetical concept) which stands for a force (the 
physico-chemical nature of which is unknown) 
in the brain region, a force which organizes per-
sonality, apperception, intellect,. conition and 
action in such a way as to transform in a certain 
direction an existing unsatisfying situation. A 
need is sometimes provoked directly by internal 
processes of a certain kind ••• but more frequently 
(when in a state of readiness) by the occurre.nce of · 
one of a few commonly effective press~nvironmentaD 
forces, (Murray, 1938:123-124) 
----------
measured objectively or subjectively. Therefore, the 
first problem was to determine criteria for choosing 
those needs which could be reliably operati·onalized. 
Those considerations weres 
4.$ 
1) each could be defined in terms of observable be-· 
havior, 2) each seemed relevant to personality 
functioning within a normal population, and J) there 
were available (Edwards, 1954) conveniently sim-
plified descriptions of the Murray variables to 
aid selection of the items. (Gough, 196.Sa?). · 
After the specific "needs" had been selected 
nineteen graduate students in psychology were instructed 
to select indicative and contra-indicative adjectives 
for each need, utilizing Edward's description of variables. 
A requirement of nine out of nineteen agreements 
was adopted for inclusion of an adjective in a 
scale, since this seemed to strike the best com-
promise between adequate inter-judge·agreement and 
a sufficient number of adjectives in the scales. 
(Gough, 196.Sa?} 
The two final scales to be developed were designed 
for identifying those persons who were .deliberately at-
tempting to assume test taking "sets" in order to appear 
unusually good or bad (Defensiveness Scale) and to iden-
tify those persons who could most benefit from counseling 
(Counseling Readiness Scale);·. Both of these scales were 
developed empirically. The adjectives for the first 
scale were chosen by correlating tests of students who 
had applied for counseling but had obviously been dis-
honest in·their test-taking •. The tentative scale was 
F--
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tested for validity by instructing "normal" students to 
perform like a student who was trying to simulate 
perfect adjustment, and finally,,,to simulate ser-
ious maladjustment.. · 
I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I • 
~fter correlating these tests it was determined 
tha~ if scores on Df @efensivenes~ are highly 
deviant (greater than 70 or less than JO, an inter-
pretation of dissimulation should be entertained. {Gough, 1965a5) · 
The adjectives for the second of these final scales 
were selected by ", •• @.nalyzin"ID the protocols of male and 
female clients ~howing a more positive response to coun-
seling versus protocols of clients showing less positive 
response." {Gough, 1965a9)1 
Subsequent attempts to determine whether scales 
measure what they purport to measure. Work done in this 
area can essentially be grouped under two headings, vali-
dation by external criteria, and correlation with other 
instruments for measuring personality, intellectual func-
tioning and ability. : · 
Heilbrun (1959, 1960, 1962a, and 1962b) made n~ 
merous attempts to validate his scales by rationally de-
veloping external criteria which he felt would be indi-
cative of someone having pa~ticularly intense needs in 
1These scales, also appear irrelevant to this 
analysis and therefore will be reported but not analyzed, 
,_ 
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the area purported to be measured by the scale in question 
(i.e., persons with high achievement needs were identified b.V 
finding those whose college grade point ave.rage was signi-
ficantly higher than would be predicted from I.Q. scores). 
The seven scales tested in this manner were found to dis-
tinguish between those high and low on the external cri-
teria, and their score differences on the scales were 
found to be significantly different at greater than the 
1 
.04 level. He has further tested his scales to see if 
analysis of the total scale profile would help to identify 
persons with low personal adjustment. 
For male subjects, 10 of the 15 differences on the 
need scales were in the direction specified by judges, 
~he counseling staff at the University of Iow~ where-
as, for females, five scales showed a significant ·. 
difference in the appropriate direction. (1960•J4S)' 
Heilbrun suggested the different correlation level for .. 
males and females might be attributed to cultural con-
ditioning related to sex roles. Females are taught to be 
more open about their emotions and therefore even those 
who are better adjusted can be expected to admit greater 
psychological discomfort and ambiguity than males. 
Further work done by ~illiams (1967) using the 
ACL to appraise the personality of alcoholics demonstrated 
1Highest significance level between differences 
was found for the Abasement Scale which reached the .01 
level. 
~-
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that the profiles obtained from these subjects are in 
essential agreement with other studies depicting per-
sonalities of alcoholics (Buhler and Lefever, 19471 and 
Holperri; 1946). The later work of Williams (1968) also 
. . . . . ' 
demonstrated.that profiles of college students with drinking 
. 
problems obtained at different degrees of inebriation 
showed the·subjects describing themselves in predicted 
fashion. At the four ounce consumption level subjects 
depicted themselves in such a way as to score higher (than ! 
when completely sober) on the ExhibiUon and Hetero-
sexuality Scales and lower on Order, Endurance, Aba~ement 
and Succorance; while, after the six to twenty-eight ounce 
level; subjects ranked higher on Aggression and Autonomy 
and lower on Nurturance. These scores correlated well ' 
with their behavior which became progressively self-cen-
tered, less affiliative and less deferent • 
.Extensive ~ork has also been done attempting·' to 
correlate the findings of the ACL with the findings of 
other tests. The initial work done by Heilbrun (1958) 
correlating Gough's original scales with the Edwards 
Personal Preference Schedule. (EPPS) (1954) demonstrated 
that the rank order correlation between relative need 
levels was significant at the .os level. However when 
controls were applied for social desirability the corre-
lation was nearly insignificant. 
=-'-=--·=-
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A later effort (Zucherman and Link, 1968) attemp-
ting to correlate the EPPS with Heilbrun's scales demon-
strated the following levels of significance! Autonomy 
,01, Change .OS, Exhibition .os, Aggression .01, Dominance 
,05, Endurance .01, Abasement .os, Orderliness .05, and 
Nurturance .os. The article did not state whether an 
attempt was made to control for social desirability. 
Further relationships have been sought by sub-
jecting the ACL separately and in combination with var-
ious other tests to factor analysis. The comparison o~ 
the ACL with the Activity Vector Analysis .(AVA) (Clarke, 
1956) demonstrated th~t "Both the AVA and the ACL measure 
substantially the same behavi.or tendencies and personality 
demensions,·" (Merenda, 1968a60) However, when comparing 
the ACL, the Thematic Apperception Test (TAT) (Stein. 1948) 
and the EPPS, all supposedly derived from the theory of · 
Murray (19J8), 
It was to be concluded that while the data indi-
cated that several ACL and EPPS scales assess the 
same or quite similar constructs, the ACL, the EPPS . 
and the TAT can not be considered equivalent or 
parallel measures of Murrayan needs. (Merenda, 1968JS1). 
When applying factor.analysis to the test of three 
different groups of volunteers (juvenile delinquents, Peace 
Corps trainees, and entering university freshman) the same 
four factors (positive versus negative evaluation, as-
;=-=-=--~-
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so 
cendancy versus obsequiousness, emotionality versus 
stolidity and number of adjectives checked) were iden. 
tified. Therefore it seemed that the test.was consistent 
when evaluating different "types" of people. 
It would appear from the above discussion that the 
scales of the ACL can be said to possess rational and em-
pirical validity when used alone but that the establish-
ment of high correlation with other tests (even those using 
the same theoretical base) appears more tentative. The 
data does appear sufficiently convincing for use of the 
ACL for this particular study. While identification of 
where differences between child and anticipated parental 
description occur in terms of specific traits is·impor~ 
tant, the test is not to be used as a diagnostic instrti-
ment. 
Measurement of parental social class and 
ch1ld's degree of implied mobil1ty ---
The Two Factor Index of Social Position (ISP) 
(Hollingshead, 1965) was used to measure both the soc-; : 
ial position of the parents and their children's degree· 
of implied mobility. Data pertaining to the occupation 
and level of educational attainment (the two factors 
related by the ISP) of the father were secured for esti-
mating the social position of the parents, while the an-
- =- ----
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ticipated occupation and educational attainment data for 
the child were collected to establish an assessment of the 
social class the child expected to attain,. The child's 
degree of implied mobility was established for the purposes 
of this study by determining the difference between the 
parental social class figure and that of the child, 
The ISP developed by Hollingshead was selected for 
this purpose because it 
• , ,was developed to meet the need for an objective,. 
easily applicable procedure,,,to estimate the posi-
tion individuals occupy in the status structure of 
our society. (1957a2) 
The two variables used for establishing position, education. 
and occupation, appear to be particularly pertinent, Both. 
are areas within which socialization that helps to define 
the self takes place, This process appears to be one of 
observing and joining specific reference groups with a 
vested interest in molding the image of the people involved, 
(Huntington, 19571 and Kuhn, 1960) · 
Beyond the apparent rational appropriateness of the 
instrument for this study there are other issues which must 
be considereda 1) Is the scale internally valid? (do the 
two factors considered appea'r to be appropriate for measuring 
the phenomena they purport to measure?) and 2) Is the scale 
externally valid? (does it correlate with the variables in-
volved in other studys?), Each of these issues will be con-· 
" -
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sidered independently. 
Internal validity of the index.-- The internal vali 4 
dity of the ISP is based upon the acceptance of three basic 
assumptions established by Hollingshead and Redlich. 
1) the existence of a class structure in the co~­
munity, 1) that class status positions are deter.-. 
mined mainly by a few commonly accepted symbolic 
characteristics, and J) that characteristics sym-
bolic of class status may be scaled and combined 
by the use of statistical procedures so that a re-
searche~ can quickly, reliably, and meaningfully -
stratify the population. (1958tJ87) . 
With these basics in mind the originators of the 
inde.x first researched the community in which their study 
would be done in order that they might identify the existing 
social structure. A cross-sectional random sample of the 
population was then interviewed to 
••• provide detailed data on the size of the family, 
participation in economic, religious, educational,. 
and leisure-time institutions, as well as the mem-
bers' values, attitudes, aspirations, standards of 
living, ideas of the future, and their frustrations, 
desires, hopes, and fears. (1958tJ88) 
Combining this data and their own experience with the gen-
eral social structure:of the community, two sociologists 
independently made judgements about where they felt each 
family belonged in the strat,ification system of that com-
munity. Upon comparing ratings they found they had achieved 
agreement in ninety-six percent of the cases. 
A number of different criteria were followed by 
each man. However, it appeared that the three principle 
-
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criteria for judgement used by both were 
,,,a) where a family lived, b) the way it made its 
living, and c) its tastes, its cultural orientation 
and the way it spent its leisure time, .(19581390) 
These cri.teriac:·were ·_ope rationalized by1 1) developing a 
residential scale based'upon ecological research conducted 
in the New Haven area over a twenty-five year periodt 
2) making specific modifications of the Alba Edwards (19J8) 
method of classifying occupations into socio-economic 
groups used by the United States Bureau of the Census,1 
and 3) dividing educational attainment into seven positions 
ranging from less than seven years of school to graduate 
professional training, 
Subsequently, it was demonstrated that an instru-
ment utilizing only two factors - educational attainment 
and occupation, correlated with the three-factor index 
at the 0,968 level, Therefore, a decision was made to 
discontinue the use of the ecological scale (Myers and 
Bean, 1968,16), 
The decision to break the social system at four 
points (thus establishing a five-level system of strati- . 
fication) was validated by c~mparing it with an indepen-
dent study of mass communication utilization patterns in 
the community, The differing patterns made apparent through 
1This system was used with the addition of a ranking 
of professions into different groups and differentiating 
businesses by their size and value~ 
.... 
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this study appeared to establish an 
••• essential agreement between the system of classes 
generated from the mass media data and the system 
previously enunciated by Hollingshead ••• (Hollings-
head and Redlich, 1958•405) . 
External validity of the index.-- The degree of 
external validity can best be examined by looking at work 
done attempting to correlate various measures of social · 
class position. .Such a project was undertaken by Kahl 
and Davis (1955). After interviewing a sample consisting 
of 219 men between the ages of thirty and fourty-nine 
years of age, using a schedule to elicit information re-
lating to nineteen variables commonly used in constructing 
scales for measurement of social class, the information 
gathered was subjected to factor and cluster analysis• 
The results indicated all variables were highly correlated. 
More precisely, however, the factors that appeared to ac-
count for most of the correlation appeared to be, in de-
scending order, Warner's occupational categories (.88), 
friends occupation (based on the North-Hatt study)(.85), 
subjects• education (.82), census occupation (,80), North-
Hatt occupation (.77) and interviewer rating of subject 
(.75) (Kalh and Davis, 1955•)20). Therefore, it would 
appear that these figures demonstrate that an adequate 
choice of instruments should include the variables of oc-
cupation and education for they were mentioned in four of 
ss 
the top five factors producing correlation. The Hollings-
head index uses only these variables.1 
In addition, the Hollingshead ISP has been found to 
have a correlation level of .• 89 with the more recent Socio~ 
Economic Index for all occuptions developed by Duncan (1964). 
Kohn suggests that the correlation is 
••• high enough to conclude that they are measuring 
essentially the same thing. Furthermore, where the 
two indices differ, the disparity generally resulty 
from Duncan's use of one of the grosser census cate-
gories, the Hollin~shead measure almost always seems 
more appropriate. U969a15) . · 
Therefore, the Hollingshead ISP would appear to 
be an externally valid instrument for it has been demon-
strated that the two factors used seem to be the vari-
ables responsible for the high degree of correlation 
between various measures of social class, and the index 
itself correlates highly with another respected index . 
currently in use, 
1As can be seen above, the Warner's occupation scale 
and the occupation of friends based on the North-Hatt study · 
show a higher degree of correlation than the census oc-
cupation based upon the Alba Edwards system which was used 
by Hollingshead, However, Hollingshead introduced the mo-
dification of differentiating among kinds of professionals 
and sizes and economic strengths of businesses (Hollings• 
head and Redlich, 1958) which appear to introduce greater 
precision. 
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II. Experimental Hypotheses 
The introduction to this study suggested that 
this inquiry would attempt to discern primarily whether an-
ticipated social mobility was related to how a child felt 
his parents perceived him, In order to approach this broad 
problem with the precision which the review of the literature 
related to definition of social class suggested the concep-
tual hypotheses will be stated in terms of the following 
experimental null hypothesesa 
1. There will be no significant differences between 
student and perceived parental scores on the ACL 
for the subjects originating in the various social 
classes. This hypothesis was chosen to look at·_ 
data in terms of a sub-cultural interpretation of 
social class. 
2, Although changes in social class imply changes in 
life style and socialization experiences it is an-
ticipated that there will be no significant dif-
ferences between perceived parental scores and actual-
students' scores for increasing degrees of mobility, 
This hypothesis was chosen to focus attention upon 
the ••value stretch" or personal applicability as-
pects of values associated with social class position. 
-----
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III. Selection and Description of the Subjects 
The subjects of this study were selected on the 
basis of a stratified sample drawn from the members of 
two sections of Marriage and Family classes offered at 
San Joaquin Delta College in the Spring semester of 1970: 
The college itself consisted of two tuition-free 
years and was part of the state of Californ·.ia• s "Junior 
College" system which was jointly supported by the state 
and local school districts. It had an enrollment of 
approximately S,67J full- and part-time day students and 
$,682 evening students. Students were able to select 
their courses of study from general liberal arts or pre-
professional programs which were considered suitable pre-
paration for transfer to the Junior level at a four year 
college, or from several terminal programs designed to 
prepare them for trades and vocations not requiring a 
four year college degree (i.e,, vocational nursing, data 
processing, or auto mechanics), 
The predominant residential area for students en-
rolled in this college at the time of the study was San 
Joaquin County, located in ah essentially agricultural 
area of California's Great Central Valley, The largest 
city within the area, having a population of approximately 
100,000, ·was the city of Stockton where the college was 
58 
situated and from which a large percentage of its student 
enrollment was drawn • 
. The decision to study junior cOllege students was 
based upon the types of study offered in the college and 
the age of the population. Because the primary interest 
of this study focused upon the issue of social mobility 
from various levels of the society the junior college, 
with its variety of programs ranging from strictiy aca-
demic to principally vocational, appeared to furnish the 
heterogeneity of social positions necessary for a suit-
able sample.1 
The second factor considered was the age of the 
1The traditional availability of academic training 
in Califormia for little or no tuition through the state 
college system has, in the past, prejudiced the character 
of the enrollment in junior colleges. Those with demon-
strated ability and sufficient funds to live away from 
home enrolled in the four year state colleges, while those 
with lower high school grades, lower income, an/or lower 
aspirations enrolled in the junior colleges. There, they 
could save money by living at home for the first two years 
and/or improve their academic standing sufficiently to 
merit later acceptance at a four year college or they could 
accept employment after completion of two years or less. 
These factors would not appear to be conducive to de.,.. 
veloping the above suggested heterogenous social class 
population necessary. However, shortly before this study, 
another factor intervened which must be considered. The 
state college system suffered severe reduction in.funding 
which necessitated their cutting enrollment. Therefore, 
academically and financially acceptable students during 
ordinary circumstances were forced to accept enrollment 
in the junior colleges which were unable to set restric-
tive limits but had to accept all who applied. Thus a 
reasonable population of Class II students existed for 
sampling. Class I still remained poorly represented and 
the researcher hypothesized that these students used the 
option of attending private scho!)ls. 
;= -=--==-- =---= 
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student~:body of the junior college. Upward mobility ap-
pears to be a frequent hope of many in the pppulation of 
the United States but it can rarely be accomplished with-
out occupational advancement which in turn usually requires 
more education, Therefore, if we are to study the effect 
that aspirations of upward mobility may have upon the dif-
ferences students perceive between their evaluations of 
themselves and the evaluations they think their parents 
would make during such a period of change, then we must 
study those who are preparing for such a step, Both Tur-
ner (1964) and Han (1969) have identified adolescence as 
a period in which 
••• wishes and expectations concerning future career 
seem to be most salient forces for these adoles-
cents who are on the threshold of either taking a. job or going to college, (Han, 19691682). -
The groups examined in both these studies were high 
school seniors~ The students selected for this study were 
one or'twoyears older for it was hypothesized that while 
the "wishes· and expectation· for future careers" would re-
main salient, the study would further benefit from the 
changes in self-concept that are hypothesized to occur 
as the aspiring upwardly mobile junior college student 
actively_takes steps to insure his upward mobility by 
advancing his education. In the process it is hypothe-
sized that he will broaden his patterns of interaction and 
-----------
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observation to include other reference groups both com-
parative and normative. His primary motive, of course, 
being the obtaining of necessary training for a new career. 
However, at the same time he is beginning a differing soci-
alization experience. The expected result is that he will 
absorb the necessary skills for employment but equally im-
portant - he will develop new ideas about who he is and 
what he should be.1 Because he remains in active interaction 
lusing the same reasoning it would perhaps aprear 
that Juniors and Seniors in a four year college might 
furnish a more appropriate sample for their occupational 
socialization is more nearly complete because they are much 
closer to achieving their career goals. This group was 
not selected, however, for many who might have implied up-
ward mobility earlier have been eliminated, not on the basis 
of lack of desire or ability but because. of financial dif-
ficulties • 
. 2A very good description of this process which · 
'furner refers to as"upward mobility as marginality"can be 
found in his book The Social Context of Ambition (1964r8-18). 
while the theoretical basis for the family being recog-
nized as non-functional for the child and how this reali-
zation affects his identification with his parents is ex-
amined in the book Identification and Its Familial Deter-. 
minants (Winch, 19621)0-55) --
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consideration had to be given to the possibility·. of inter-
vening socio-structural factors which might affect the homo. 
geneity and comparability of the stibjects in the sample. 
For the purposes of this study those factors appeared to 
be1 absence of like-sexed parent in the home, ~acial iden-
tification, the limited nUlllber of people in the social class 
extremes (i.e. Class I and Class V) and age of the students, 
each of these sources of variation will be considered sep-
arately. . ' 
Sample stratified to include on}Y 
those st,Adents living at home wl. th 
thel.r llke-sexed parent 
This de.cision was based upon the results of several 
studies ( W.inch, 19621 Hetherton, 19661 and Barclay and 
Cusmano, 1967) which indicate that an absent father appeared 
to lead to personality differences in the cnildren. 1 ' 
Sample stratification which ascertains that the 
child is living in the home also insures that the child 
. 
1rt is interesting to note that the Msearcher 
could find no literature dealing with the problems of 
absent mothers and the effect upon daughters. It would 
appear that this lack can be. explained in at least three 
ways. There exists such a strong cultural pressure to 
keep the mother in the home that there are few motherless 
families to study, an inadequate review of the literature 
was undertaken! or the usual interest in studying the amle 
rather than the female prevails here also. · 
------------
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still appears to consider the family a membership (if not 
a reference) group1 for studies such as the Benniligton 
study (Newcomb, 1948) demonstrate the importance of this 
factor• 
••• in a community characterized by certain approved 
attitudes, the individual's attitude development is 
a function of the way in which he relates himself 
both to the total membership group and to a ~reference 
group or groups. (Sherif, 15511948) 
This study assumes that the step of enrolling in a Junior 
College increases the possibility of identification with a 
broader field of reference groups but it seemed that care . 
should be taken to ensure that all subjects had the common 
social experience of considering their family a membership 
group with whom they were still actively interacting. 
Further work relating to factors of influence 
also points up the importance of the group membership var-
iable. A study done by Sherif and Sherif (1965) demon-
. 
strated that "Being a 111ember of a group with shared stan-
dards for behavior renders the individual less compliant 
to outsiders in a transitory situation." (19651277) 
This finding is particularly relevant for this study con-
cerns contrasting attitudes ~oward self with the perceived 
1The ideal control would, of course, decern how 
salient a group each subject feels his family is. However~ 
such an endeavor was beyond the scope of this study. 
-----
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ideas of other members of a group (i.e. parents). The 
dependent variable in this relationship is to be the degree 
of social mobility. If membership in the family were not. a con-
trolled factor, the hypothesized difference might be the 
result of no longer being under the influence of the family 
membership group and hence greater freedom of choice for 
opinion and behavior, 
Sample stratification relating 
1£ racial 1ndent1f1cation 
This limitation was introduced because of the pos-
. sible impact of relatively recent interest in the differing 
early socialization experiences of "non-white" peoplea 
and the emerging attention given to ethnic identity which· 
appears to be more salient to the young, cuillar, speaking 
of Mexican Americans, suggests 
The Chicano ideology includes a broad definition of 
polit1cal activity. Ironically, such thinking was 
possible only for a new generation of urbanized and 
'Anglocized" (that is assimilated) young Mexican 
Americans, who were much less burdened by social and 
class restrictions than their elders were and whose . 
education had exposed them to new ideas. (Moore, 1970a149) 
And, Mrs. _Jewel Barker, speaking at a. memorial rally in_ 
honor of a slain Black Panther, reflects the expectation of 
greater participation in the party by young rather than 
older blacks, 
Yes, mothers and fathers, I would like to say to you 
-~·~~== 
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that you have listened to the television, the radio, 
and you have. read the newspapers, but you have not 
walked out of your doors to the Breakfast Centers 
to see what your children are trying to do, Don't 
listen - walk and find out for yourselves, And when 
you see the tremendous forces that are working against 
the beautiful work your children are trying to do, 
I think you will be glad to stand up and be counted,· 
(Foner, 1970•164) 
These two ~actors might serve as contaminating variables 
for if further study does present convincing evidence 
indicating unique racial personality types (whether arising 
from a common socialization experience or from later iden-
tification with a racial image) to have combined all racial 
groups would have resulted in a composite picture which 
was accurate of no one, However, to study.the groups se-
parately (which might shed l~ght:.on the above controversy) 
was beyond the scope of this study. 
Sample stratified to include only those in 
Hollingshead des~gnated Classes II, III, and IV 
Although there is precedence for "lumping members 
of the highest and lowest social classes with those ad-
jacent to them.in the social structUre when numbers do 
not permit separate analysis (Bieri and Lobeck, 1962) 
other studies (Pavenstadt, 19651 Baltzell, 19641 and Lewis 
1961) have indicated that the values and life styles ex-
pressed by these two extremes were quite different. 
Thus, if these two groups representing very divergent 
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patterns were added to .their adjacent classes the values 
obtained (as in the previous section) might not be accurate 
of either.1 
Sample stratified to include only those 
between lli ages of 18 - 22 years of age 
Because this study is an attempt to analyze a pro-
cess hypothesized to be part of the late adolescent ex-
perience only those within the 18-22 years.oif.age span were 
included. 
IV, Parameters of the Sample 
From an initial group of 226 members of two sec-
·tions of the Marriage and Family classes, 114 subjects met 
the designated qualifications. Of these students, 108 
were involved in this study, Four subjects had to be ex-
cluded because excessive absence precluded their being ade-
quately tested while two others were not included because 
implied mobility information could not be obtained. 
. Thirty-six percent of the sample were male while 
sixty-four'percent were female. After assigning social 
1This decisio~ was particularly pertinent to the 
analysis of the variables for class II. This category 
had the smallest number of cases and extreme values 
could easily change the pattern of the results. 
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class position it was found that nineteen percent were 
members of social class II, forty-three percent belonged 
to social class III and thirty-eight percent were members 
of social class IV. 
v. Collection of the Data 
The data was collected in three separate sessions. 
The first session consisted of the researcher being pre-
sent during a regularly scheduled class meeting to help 
distribute the forms for the initial testing with the Adjec- · 
tive Check List (ACL) when all of the students in both sec-
tions were'asked to describe themselves,! Taking the test 
was a required part of the class which had been announced 
at the peginning of the semester. 
During the second session the researcher was given 
an opportunity to briefly explain the research problem 
and elicit ! the assistance of the class, The class was· 
'-
then requested to fill out the Hollingshead Two Factor 
Index of Social Position (ISP), to indicate the racial 
group with,which they identified2and to designate whether 
1The researcher's presence should not have made the 
class uncomfortable for she had been known to assist the 
instructor with his classes in the past. 
2This unstructured, open-end question for racial. 
identification is particularly important for evaluating 
groups such as the Mexican-Americans who may think of them-
selves as belonging to either Mexican or Anglo racial 
groups depending upon their degree of assimulation. 
' 
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or not they were living with their natural, like-sexed 
parent. 
The third session consisted of asking those chosen 
(on the basis of the qualifications discussed in the pre-
viou~ section) to use the ACL to describe themselves as 
they felt their like-sexed parent would describe them. 
The members of the class who were not participating in the 
study were excused, During both the second and third 
session the researcher was careful to assure the sub-
: jects complete anonymity. 
The data from which implied social mobility was 
drawn was found in-the counseling files for the college.1 
Each semester students enrolling in San Joaquin Delta Col-
lege are requested to state their ultimate vocational and 
educational plans and this information is retained in their 
files. This data was utilized to compute an anticipated 
future social position using the Hollingshead ISP. This 
method of determining implied social mobility was chosen· 
because a previous study by Hans (1969) demonstrated that 
subjects gave markedly different responses when asked what 
social position they would l~ke to have and what social 
position they expected to achieve. By obtaining future 
1The researcher is very grateful for the assist-
ance received from Mr. Max Barber, Dean of Students and 
hls -staff during the collection of this data. · 
~--------------
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expectations 'from registration information the subjects 
wer~ not sensitized to give the matter extra thought (~~ 
in the Han study) nor were they affected by trying to de-
termine what would be the most desirable answer for the 
researcher. As Webb et al (1966) suggest 
By singling out an individual to be tested (assuming 
that being tested is not a normal condition), the ex-
perimenter forces upon the subject a role-defining 
decision- what kind of a person should I be as I. 
answer these questions or do these tasks? 
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Validity decreases as the role·assumed in the research 
setting varies from the usual role present in comparable 
behavior beyond the research setting •. (1966,16) . 
VI. Analysis. of Data 
This study attempted specifically to determine whet-
her social·ciass position of origin ahd/or degrees of social 
mobility were factors in the expre a sed difference between 
. ',· 
a child's self description and the description of himseif 
that he perceived his like-sexed ~arent would m~ke of him. 
. . 
Therefore the first step in analyzing the data was to pair 
the child•.s scores with his perceived parent~.s scores. 
These pairs were then grouped• 1) according to social 
class position of origin an~ 2) according to degree of 
implied social mobility• 
Next'," means were obtained for ·both student scores 
and perceived parent scores for each of the scales of the 
.... 
------------ ---
ACL for each social class grouping (II, III, and IV) and 
degree of implied social mobility ( -1, o, +1, +2, and+.)), 
The differences between the means for each paired grouping > -
of students and parents were then compared for significance_ 
by computing a Student-t score for each of the scales, 
The last operation consisted of comparing the mean 
diffe~ences for each paired grouping with the pt~er paired 
groupings (i.e. II with III ect. and 0 degrees of mobility 
with -1, +1 ect.) and again testing for significance using 
the distribution of Student t1, Because the direction of 
the findings was•· of importance the more conservative two-
tailed Student t distribution·was used while .05 was se-
. ,. ; 
lected as the level for rejection of the null hypotheses, 
Another factor besides -significance which had to' 
·be considered. in the. decision for rejection of the null 
hypotheses was the relevance of the actual difference of 
the figures; For example, a mean difference of three 
points in some cases might achieve the .os level of con-
fidence if the standard deviation of the cases in the ---
grouping was small, however, for the purposes of clinical 
analysis a difference this s~all would not be relevant. 
Because this test is usually used in clinical settings 
1The data was processed on the Burroughs JSOO 
Computer using a program developed by Dr. Lee c. Fennell, 
Political Science Department, University of the Pacific. 
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where direction of the scores appears to be more important 
than actual scores, no documentation could be found for 
actual levels of relevancy. Therefore, after examination. 
of the data, for the purposes of this analysis the resear-. 
cher decided that for a difference to be considered rele-
vant at least five points must separate the perceived 
parent and student scores, 
Previous research by Heilbrun (1960) has indicated 
that male and female responses tend to be dissimilar, 
therefore, empirical tests , of the significance of the •· 
differences between sexes were made, These results will 
be presented with the data which will be reported in terms 
of sex categories, 
... -
-----
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CHAPTER FOUR 
RESULTS OF THE INVESTIGATION 
As was suggested in the previous chapter, there 
were two principle null hypotheses which this study would 
test. 1)' there will be no significant differences be-
tween student and perceived parental scores on the ACL 
for subjects originating in the various social classesa 
and 2) although changes in social position imply changes 
in life style and socialization experiences it is anti-
cipated that there will be no significant differences be-
tween student and perceived parental scores on the ACL 
for differing degrees of implied social mobility. 
The results of the statistical analysis of the 
data will be presented in two major sections, each dealing 
. with one of the above null hypotheses. The discussion, 
tables and figures within each section will be further 
distributed into two subsections. The first will examine 
the null hypothesis in terms of a comparison between stu-
dent and perceived parent mean scores and their differences 
grouped separately by class and degree of mobility •. The 
second subsection will compare the mean differences be-
tv.een social classes of origin and degrees of mobility 
(i.e, social class II and social class III, etc.). 
6 
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As was stated in Chapter Three, empirical tests 
to determine the significance of the differences between 
male and female responses were made for eac.h grouping. 
This was done to determine whether the results should be 
analyzed separately by sex. Table 1 contains the dif-
ference and significance levels for male and female mean 
differences between perceived parent and self-descriptions · 
for each of the social classes, while Table 2 presents 
the same data in terms of degree of implied mobility. 
As can be seen by examining Table 1, Social Class 
II expresses sex-related differences on the Abasement 
Seal~ only1 Social Class III demonstrates differences on 
the Self-confidence Scale, the Intraception Scale, the 
abasement Scale, the .Deference Scale, and the Counseling 
Readiness Scale, and Social Class IV shows differences 
on the Self-confidence Scale, the Lability Scale, the 
Doninance Scale, the Heterosexuality Scale, the Autonomy 
Scale, ~nd the Abasement scale. 
The number of. scales which demonstrate significant 
differences.when sex is a controlled variable suggest 
that if accuracy is to be ach.ieved when analyzing the re-
sults in terms of the first hypothesis the results must 
be reported separately by sex. 
Controlling for sex does not appear as relevant 
when analyzing the data in terms of the second null hypo-
-
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' TABLE 1 
SIGNIFICANCE OF THE DIFFERENCE BETWEEN 
MALE AND FEMALE RESPONSES 
Social Class 
II III IV 
x t x t x t 
Scale Dif Dif Dif 
CKD 0.45 0.17 -2.05 -1.12 0.42 0.21 
DFF -2.05 -o.64 · 2,08 0.5, 1.98 0.60 c 
FAV 0.25 0.07 ).97 1.0 2.09 0.61 --· 
UFA 0.10 0,02 -1.10 -0.27 J,7J 0.75 
CFD 4.9) 1.29 5.60 2.46** 6.80 2.)2* 
SCN 2.25 0.57 4.25 1.)2 -7.24 -2.08 
---
LAB -6.90 -1.42 . -2.1) -0.85 10.05 4.)8** 
ADJ -0,'40 -0.10 J,J5 0.75 -1.25 -0.)5 
ACH 0.99 0.29 ).6) 1.11 4.90 1.45 
DOM ).87 1.22 2.11 0,80 8.10 2.49** 
END ).44 1.06 J,7J 1.1) 0.88 0.26 
ORD 5.87 1.)4 5.15 1.45 0.0) 0.01 
INT ).90 1.11 8.74 2.25* -1. JJ -0.4? 
NUR -).48 -1.20 5.18 1.32 -0.87 -0.27 
AFF -4.05 -1.04 2.52 0.89 0.95 0.)1 --------
1.46 0.44 . 2,JJ 0.87 8.27 2.20* -HET 
EXH -0.88 -O.J2 1.)6 0.61 5.)9 1.59 ------------------
AUT -0.48 -0.1) -J,OO -0.98 7 .1) 2.69** c=-: ___ ---
AGG 2.71 1.04 -4.51 -1.20 5.79 1;89 
CHA -).75 -0.8} -1.46 -0.55 4.70 1.78 
sue -5.54 -1.)8 -5.28 -1.67 ~1.75 -0.50 
ABA -6.21 -2.28* -1.72 -0.68 -6,60 -2.28* 
bEF -).14 -0,87 ).50 1.)6 -4.82 
-1.97 
CRS 7.28 1. '75 ).60 1.85 0.)5 0.10 
* Significant at the .05 level of confidence 
** Significant at the .01 leyel of confidence 
*** Significant at the ,001 level of confidence 
! 
: 
I 
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thesis. As can be seen by exanining Table 2 the sexes 
are significantly different on the Intraception Scale only 
when looking at One Degree of Downward Mobili tya on the · 
Succorance and Abasement Scales for No Degrees of Mobility, 
No cscales are significantly different for One Degree of 
Mobility, and on the Self-Confidence, the Autonomy, the 
Aggression, the Abasement and the Deference Scales are 
significantly different for Two Degrees of Mobility. 
The Three Degrees of Mobility Category cannot be broken 
into sex cagegories for there were no females in this 
grouping in the sample. 
The decision to analyze the data separately by sex 
does, however, appear relevant to at least one grouping.· 
Therefore, for uniformity this control will be preserved 
while analyzing all groupings in terms of the second hy-
pothesis also. 
I. Relationship between Student Self-description 
and Perceived Parental Description Analyzed in Terms 
of Soc1al Class £! Orig1n of the Student 
Difference between ~arent and child 
for ~ of the soc1al classes 
Social Class II 
Female.-- An examination of the data found in 
Table J and Figure 1 reveals the following results. The 
scales which reject the null hypothesis listed in order 
= 
' 
~--_ 
" 
TABLE 2 
SIGNIFICANCE OF THE DIFFERENCE BETWEEN 
MALE AND FEMALE RESPONSES 
Degree of Implied Mobility 
i 
Scale Dif 
-1 
t i 
Dif 
0 
t 
CKD 0.85 0.16 -0,67 -0.28 
DFF 0,)5 0.16 -0,)8 -0,12 
FAV ),)0 0,52 2.62 0.70 
UFA -11,15 -1,62 0,04 0.01 
CFD -0,25 -0,04 7.29 1.6) 
SCN 5,75 1.15 0.05 0,02 
LAB -1.50 -0,)4 -2,24 -0.40 
ADJ 5.)0 0,8) 4,67 1,04 
ACH -1,65 -0.)6 3.57 1.06 
DOM -0,85 -0,2) 5.05 1.72 
END 1.55 0,27 1.76 0.44 
ORD 1,85 0.27 4.66 1,12 
INT 15.)0 ),64** 2.14 0.56 
NUR 8,10 1.47 . -1.4) -0.42 
AFF J,J5 0,40 -4.10 -1,14 
HET 11.20 1.80 -0,)8 -0.17. 
EXH -0.70 -0,16 2.81 0,95 
AUT -9.85 -1.45 · 4.28 1.)0 
AGG -11,25 -2.11 5,00 1.75 
CHA 9.50 1.4) -5.24 -1.25 
sue -2.50 -o.26 -5.81 -2.43* 
ABA 4.95 1,20 -10.76 -3.69** 
DEF 2,55 0,)9 .,.4,67 -1.46 
CRS 6.75 0.99 5.09 1.67 
i 
Dif 
1 
t 
-1.61 -0.88 
1.03 0.24 
2.39 0.56 
0,5). 0.11 
4.46 1.85 
5.86 1.56 
-0,25 -0.07 
0,50 0,11 
2.82 0.7) 
2.)9 0,76 
J. 82 1. 02 
5.75 1.28 
4.28 1.05 
2.07 0,46 
2.07 0,46 
5.00 1.35 
-0.93 -0.43 
-3.43 '"'1.10 
-3.93 -0.94 
-3.53 -1.21 
-5.04 -1.)2 
-0,25 -0.11 
4.57 1.70 
2. 86 1. 02 
* 
** 
*** 
Significant at the 
Significant at the 
Significant at the 
.05 level of confidence 
.01 level of confidence 
.001 level of confidence 
i 
Dif 
15 
2 
t 
-2.67 -0.82 
-1.33 -0.2) 
0.87 0.14 
7.40 1.67 
11.47 ).85*** 
-6.7) -1.2) 
3.1) 0.57 
-8.67 -1.20 
).53 0.69 
9.13 2. 06 
0.67 0.1) 
-1.73 -0,)2 
),20 0.55 
-1.93 -0.40 
-0,07 -0,02 
4.00 1.31. 
9.60 1.99 
6.60 2.19* 
10.20 2.67* 
3.80 0.77 
-4.07 -0.8) 
-14,00 -3.16** 
-8.00 -2.70* 
),00 0,6) 
-------
---
r:_-----
= -: 
E==-=--
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Scale 
CKD 
DFF 
· FAV 
UFA 
CFD 
SCN 
LAB 
ADJ 
ACH 
DOM 
END 
.ORD 
INT 
NUR 
AFF 
HET 
EXH-
AUT 
AGG 
CHA 
sue 
ABA 
DEF 
CRS 
TABLE .3. 
A COMPARISON OF STUDENT AND PERCEIVED 
PARENT MEAN SCORES 
Social Class II 
Female 
N=11 
Student Mean Parent Mean 
Score Score 
54-.91 
4-?.00 
4-9.27 
51.7) 
4-?.)6 
48.91 
50.27 
4?.55 
52.18 
50.)6 
51.09 
48.82 
4?.64 
45.82 
44.?) 
52.91 
51.91 
54.82 
55.00 
5).09 
51.64 
4?.64 
4?.00 
. 51.18 
50.)6 
- 44.55 
44~82 
50.55 
51.09 44.)6 . 
46.2? 
42.55 .. 
51. 2? 5).64 _-
51.73 
51.09 
4).64 )9.64 )9.27 
49.27 
. 51.00 
5?.64 
60.91 
48.55 
49.00 
42.7) 
. 41.)6 
54.)6 
4.55 
2.45 
4.45 
-8.00 
-J.?J 
4.55 
4.00 
s.oo 
0.91 
-).27 
-0.64 
-2.27 
4.00 
6.18 
5.45 ).64 
-1.82 
-2.82 
-5.91 
4.55 
2.64 
4.91 
5.64 
-J .18 
* Significant at the .05 level of confidence 
** Significant at the .01 'level of confidence 
***Significant at the .001 level of.confidence 
• 
?6 
Difference 
Sigma 
6.80 
5.2) 
6.81 
1).49 
7.74 
8.61 
8.06 
?.4) 
6.99 
6.77 
6.47 
6.80 
7.76 
7.21 
. 8.57 
8.41 
6.25 
?.54 
5.62 
10.95 
11.19 
5.79 
7.)8 
10.79 
t 
2.11 
1.48 . 
2.07 
-1.88 
-1.52 
1.6? 
1.57 
2 .1) 
0.41 
-1.5) 
-0.)1. 
-1.06 
1.6) 
2.71** ·. 
. 2.01 
1.)? ' 
-0.92 
-1.18. 
-J.JJ** --
1.)1 
0.74 
2.68* 
. 2.42* 
-0.9) 
-------
-----------
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of amount of difference are a Nurturance, Aggression, Defe.-c · 
ference, and Abasement. The application of the operation 
rule of five points of separation discussed in the pre-
vious chapter (page 69 ) precludes the Abasement Scale •1 
Male.-- The scales which reject the null hypothe-
sis tested in order of amount of difference are Unfavor-
able Adjectives, Self-control, Intraception, and Hetero-
sexuality. This data is summarized in Table 4, Figure 2. 
Social Class III 
Female.-- As seen in Table 5, Figure J, four scales 
demonstrated sufficient difference to reject the null 
How-hypothesis at the .OS level of confidence or higher. 
ever, the application of the operational rule of five 
points of separation discussed in the previous chapter 
leaves about on-half of this figure. The remaining scales 
which reject the null hypothesis listed in order of amount 
of difference area Unfavorable Adjectives, Personal Ad-. 
justment, Autonomy, Nurturance, Aggression, Abasement, 
Counseling Readiness, and Deference. 
Male,-- Examination of the data in Table 6, Figure 4 
indicates that fourteen of the twenty-four scales for this 
1After this time those scales that do not satisfy 
the separation of points rule will not>be mentioned in the 
analysis. 
---------
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TABLE 5 
= 
-- -
A COMPARISON OF STUDENT AND PERCEIVED 
PARENT MEAN SCORES =----~~------ --~---~----
--
Social Class III 
' 
~- ---- -----
-
Female 
----------
N=29 
Difference 
Scale Student Mean Parent Mean X Sigma t 
Score Score 
CKD 52.66 48.00 4.66 5.67 4.)4 
DFF 48.28 4).41 • 4.86 9.49 2.71 
- FAV 49.76 45:17 ~.59 11.78 2.06 -
UFA 49.)4 57.69 -8.)4 11.57 -).82*** ------------
CFD 46.55 50.66 -4.10 7.44 .-2.92 
SCN 47.97 4).28 4.69 8.20 ).02 
LAB 49.0) 48.97 0.07 9.57 0.04 
ADJ 50.48 4).28 7.21 12.60 ),OJ**. 
ACH 45.66 45.17 0,48 8.52 o.~o 
DOM 47.62 49.79 -2.17 7.94 -1. 5 
- -
END 47.17 45.52 1.66 8.08 1.08 
.ORD 47.10 44.0) ).07 7.14 2.27 
INT 48.25 44.69 ).76 . 10.70 1.86 
NUR 51.)8 44.62 6.76 9.11 J.9J*** 
AFF 48.8) 44.07 4.76 10.50 2.40 
HET 56.0) 52.0) 4.00 8.44 2.51 --------
EXH · 52.24 56.)8 -4.14 5.84 -).75 
AUT 49.0) 56.0) -7.00 8.61 -4.)0*** 
AGG 49.59 55.97 -6.)8 6.81 ~4.95*** 
CHA 51.79 48.72 ).07 10.08 1.61 
sue 51.00 49.72 1.28 8.4) 0.80 - ----- --
ABA . 51.24 4~.24 6.00 9.)6 J,J9** 
DEF • 49.52 . 4 .52 s.oo 7.12 .).72*** 
CRS 44.69 50.07 -5.)8 6.96 -4.09*** 
----
* Significant at the .05 level of confidence 
** Significant at the .01 level of confidence --
-
*** Significant at the .001 level of. confidence 
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TABLE 6 
A COMPARISON OF STUDENT AND PERCEIVED 
PARENT MEAN SCORES 
Social Class III. 
Male 
N=18 
8J 
Difference 
Scale Student Mean Parent Mean - Sigma X 
Score Score 
CKD 49.50 2.61 6.16 52.11 
DFF 52~:J:r 45.)9 • . -6.94 12.65 
FAV 47.72 J9~17 8.56 12.72 
UFA 49.67 g9.11 -9.44 
CFD 50.17 8.67 1.50 
SCN 44.56 )5.61 8.94 
LAB 5).44 55.50 -2.06 
ADJ 49.)4 ]8.78 10.56 
ACH 49.9 45.8J 4.11 
DOM 51.]] 51.)9 -0,06 
END 48.61 4).22 s.J9 
.ORD 48,22 40,00 8.22 
!NT so.61 48,11 . . 12.50 
NUR 52.50 . ·o.s6 11.94 
AFF 52.50 45.22 ?.28 
HET 57.]9 51.06 6.]] 
EXH · 55.50 58.28 -2.78 
AUT 50.78 60.78 -10.00 
AGG 51.11 62,00 -10.89 
CHA 52.61 51 ;OO 1.61 
sue 4?.28 51.28 -4,00 
ABA 46.)9 42.11 4.28 
DEF 4?.89 J9,J9 8.so 
CRS 46.89 48.67 -1.78 
* Significant at the .05 level of confidence 
** Significant at the .01 level of confidence 
***Significant at the .001 level of,confidence 
14.5J 
7.]7 
11.67 
?.09 
15.50 
11.68 
. 8.98 
12.12 . 
1).57 
1].71 . 
14.50 
8.]5. 
8.8] 
8.06 
10.66 
14,61 
?.sa 
11.)0 
?.47 
9.02 
s.9J 
t 
1.75 
2.26* 
2.77* 
-2.68**" 
0,84 
).16** . 
-1.20 . 
2.81** 
1.45 . 
-0, OJ · 
1.8) 
2.50* 
).46** 
J, 0** 
].60** 
2.96** 
-1 ;42 
-],87** 
-],07** . 
0,88 
-1.46 
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. ].89** . 
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as 
category reach the required level of confidence and only 
one does not also achieve the required amount of actual 
mean difference. In rank order of amount of difference 
. . . 
those scales are& Intraception, Nurturance, Aggression, 
Personal Adjustment, Autonomy, Unfavorable Adjectives, 
Seif-control, Favorable Adjectives, Deference, Order, 
Affiliation, and Heterosexuality. 
Social Class IV 
Female.-- Differences for seventeen of the twenty-
four scales in this category reach the required level of 
confidence for rejection of the null hypothesis, How-
ever, three scales do not also achieve the required amount 
of actual mean difference. In rank order of difference 
those scales are& Unfavorable Adjectives, Aggression, 
Abasement, Autonomy, Nurturance, Self-control, Deference, 
Adjustment, Defensiveness, Favorable Adjectives, Affili-
ation, Intraception, Dominence, and Exhibition. These 
results are found in Table 7, Figure s. 
Male.-- Differences for eight of the twenty-four 
scales.for this category reach the required significance 
level of confidence, Only one of these can be rejected 
because the difference is not large enough for relevance, 
In order of amount of difference they are& Heterosexu-
ality, Defensiveness, Change, Favorable Adjectives, Nur-
--------
. 86 
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TABLE 7 ·-· 
~ 
-----------A COMPARISON .OF STUDENT AND PERCEIVED -- --
- ----------- -----PARENT MEAN SCORES -
-
' Social Class IV ----- ---- --------Female 
-----
N=30- -
Difference 
Scale Student Mean Parent Mean x Sigma t 
Score Score. 
CKD 53·93 47.93 6,00 5.67 5~70*** -
DFF 46.03 39.27 6.77 12.61 2.89** e=o- --
FAY 48.83 42~50 6.J3 13.33 2.56** 
UFA 50.80 62,03 -11.23 14.53 -4.16*** -- ---------------
CFD 44.30 . 49.10 -4.80 10.86 -2.38* 
SCN 47.70 40.63 7.07 9.21 4.13*** 
UB 46.73 40,03 -3,JO 12.57 -1.41 
ADJ 48.50 1.50 7.00 11.62 ).25** 
ACH 43.87 4J,4J o.43 10,JO 0,2J 
DOM 44.00 49.4) -5.43 9.55 -J,07** 
END 46.40 44.20. 2.20 7.35 1.61 
.ORD 46.07 41.60 4.47 7.87 3.06 
INT 46.73 40.73 6;oo 10.40 3.11** 
NUR 51.00 42.80 8.20 . 11.65 3•79*** 
AFF 48.67 ._· 42.53 6.13 11.84 2.79** 
--------------
HET 53.30 51.57 1.73 10.03 0.93 ---
EXH -- 50.57 56.03 -5.47 8.10 -3.-64** -----
AUT 47.93 56.23 -8.30 10.55 04.24*** 
AGG 48.90 59.27 -10.37 10.17 -5.49*** 
CHA 51.33 47.53 ],80 8.44 2.42 
sue 55.47 55.13 0,3J 11.83 . 0.15 .. -- --- -----
ABA 54.3) 44.40 8.93 9.87 4 .87*** . 
DEF 51.37 · 4 .30 7.07 9.40 . 4.05*** 
CRS 43.97 . 49.23 -5.27 12.57 -2.26 
---------------
* Significant at the .05 level of confidence 
** Significant at the • 01 level of confidence - --- -----------
*** Significant at the • 001 level of. confidence 
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turance, Affiliation, and Lability. This data is· sumarized 
in Table 8, Figure 6, 
Differences between perceived parent and child scores 
analyzed in terms of mean differences~tween 
social · ciiisses oforrgrri 
Social Classes II and III 
Female.--As can be seen in Tabel 9, Figure 7 the 
only scale difference that reaches a statistical level 
of significance is that of Order. 
Male.-- Table 10, Figure 8 show that two scales 
are significantly different for this grouping. These are 
Nurturance and Abasement, 
Social Classes II and IV 
Female.-- The two scales which are significantly 
different for this grouping are Lability and Order. ·This 
data is found in Table 11, Figure 9. 
Male.-- Table 12, Figure 10 indicate that Social 
Class II and IV males mean differences with their per- . 
ceived parent scores differ significantly on the.following 
three scales in order of amount of difference& Defen-
siveness, Lability, and Change, 
Social Classes III and IV 
Female.-- There are no significant differences 
between mean scores of females and their parents in Social 
Classes III and IV. 
=-----~-------~~~-
.. 
, .. 
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TABLE 8 
A COMPARISON OF STUDENT AND PERCEIVED 
PARENT MEAN SCORES 
''"' 
Social Class IV - ----
Male --
N=12 
Difference 
Scale Student Mean Parent Mean X Sigma t 
Score Score 
CKD 51.50 45.08 6,42 5.72 ).72 ·. 
DFF 52.JJ 4).58 8.75 7.66 ].79** 
· FAV 47.67 J9~25 8.42 7.77 ].59** 
UFA 52.17 51.JJ -7.50 1).92 -1.79 ----------
CFD 52.00 50.00 2,00 7.07 0.94 
SCN 40.42 40.58 -0.17 10.08 -0.05. 
LAB 56.75 50.00 . 6.75 5.66 ].96** 
ADJ 45.83 40.08 5.75 9.52 2.00 . 
ACH 53.83 48.50 5.33 9.27 1.91 . 
DOM 55.75 53.08 2.67 9.05 0.98. 
END 48.75 45.67 3.08· 10.12 1.01 . 
.ORD 46.33 41.83 4.50 9.18 1.63 
INT 47.33 42.67 4.67 6.99 2.21. 
NUR 49.50 42,17 7.33 7.72 3.15** 
AFF 50.58 43 • .50 7.08 6.90 3.41** 
HET 60.2.5. 50.25 10.00 10,86 3.06* ~----· --
EXH- 55.92 50.17 -0.08 10.07 -0•03 
AUT 53.00 .54.17 .. -1.17 5.9] -0.65 
AGG 53.92 58.50 -4.58 7.98 -1.90 
CHA 58.50 50.00 8.50 7.02 4.02**' 
sue 47.83 49.2.5 -1.42 9.08 -0.52 
ABA 43.50 41.17 2.33 7.45 1.04 
DEF 4~.08 . 40.83 2.2.5 5.67 . 1.32 
CRS 4 .92 49.83 -4.92 8,46 -1.93 
* Significant at the .05 level of confidence 
** Significant at the .01 level of confidence 
*** Significant at the .001 level of confidence 
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TABLE 9 .. 
~ 
DIFFERENCE BETWEEN STUDENT AND PERCEIVED-
-- --- _, __ -- -
PARENT SCORES COMPARED IN TERMS OF 
SOCIAL CLASS 
--- -- --
Female --·---
Social Class 
II (N=U) III (N=29) Difference 
Scale x Sigma t X Sigma t X t 
-
4.55 6.80 2.11 4.66 5.97 4.34 -0.11 -0.05. -CKD 
DFF 2.45 5.23 1.48 4.86 9.49 2. 71 -2.41 -0.99 -
4.45 6.81 2.07 4.59 11.78 2.06 -0.14 -0,05 ... --------------FAV 
UFA -8.00 13.49 -1.88 -8.34 11.57 -3.82 0,34 0.07 
CFD 
-3·73 7.74 -1.52 . -4.10 7.44 -2.92 0.37 0.13 
SCN 4.55 8.61 1.67 4.69 8.20 3.02 -0.14 -0.04 
LAB 4,00 8,06 1.57 0.07 9,57 0.04 3.93 1.26 
ADJ 5.00 7.43 2.13 7. 21 12.60 3.03 -2.21 -0.66 
ACH .0.91 6.99 0.41 0,48 8.52 0~30 o.43 . 0.16 
DOM -3.27 6.77 -1.53 -2.17 7.94 -.145 -1.10 -0.42 
END -0.64 6.47 -0.31 . 1.66 8.08 1.08 -2.30 -0.90 
ORD -2.27 6.80 -1.06 3.07 7.14 2.27 -5.34 -2.10* 
INT. 4,00 7.76 . 1.63 3.76 10.70 1.86 0.24 0.68 
NUR 6.18 7.21 2.71 6.76 9.11 3·93 -0~58 -0.20 
AFF 5.45 8.57 . 2. 01 4.76 10.50 2.40 0.69 0.21 : .. •----·-··-
3.64 8.41 1 • .J7 4.00 8.44 2.51 -0.36 -0,12 '. HET 
EXH -1.82 6.25 -0.97 -4.14 5.84 -~·75 2.32 1.02 .. 
AUT -2.82 7.54 -1.18 -7.00 8.61 - .30 4.18 1.45 
AGG -5.91 5.62 -3.33 -6.38 6.81 -4.95 0.47 0.21 
CHA · 4.55 10.95 1.31 3.07 10.08 1.61 1.48 0.37 ----- -- -----
sue 2.64 11.19 0.74 1.28 8.43 0,80 1.36 0.45 
ABA 4.91 5·79 ·2.68 6.00 9.36 3.39 -1.09 -;0· 4 
DEF 5.64 7.38 2.42 5.00 7.12 4•72 0. 64 0. 2 -
CRS -3.18 10.79 -0.93 -5.38 - 6.96 - .09 2.20 0,60 
-- ------ --------
* Significant at the .05 level of confidence 
** Significant at the ,01 level of confidence 
*** Significant at the .001 level of confidence 
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TABLE 10 
'·' 
-
- . 
DIFFERENCE BETW:rJ;EN STUDENT AND PERCEIVED 
PARENT SCORES COMPARED IN TERMS OF =-: --------~----- --~---
SOCIAL CLASS 
·-- --------------
-
Male 
------
-
Soci8.1 Class 
II (N=10) III (N=18) Difference 
Scale x Sigma t ~ Sigma t ~ t 
4.75 3.16 2. 61 6 .H? 2.39 1.10 -CKD 5.00 1.75 --
DFF 0.40 8.15 0.15 6.94 12.65 2,26 -6.54 -1.60 
FAY 4.70 8.19 1.72 8.56 12.72 2.77 -3.86 -0.96 ------------------
UFA -7.90 9.28 -2:55 -9.44 14.53 -2.68 1.54 0.3J 
CFD 1.20 8.80 o.M 1.50 7·37 0.84 -0.30 -0.09 
SCN 6.80 8.63 2.36 8.94 11.67 3.16. -2.14 ,..0.53 
LAB -2.90 12.36 -0.70 -2.06 7.09 -1.20 -0.84 ~0.19 . 
ADJ 4.60 9.23 1.49 10.56 15.50 2.81 -5.96 -1.23 
ACH 1.90 7.88 0.72 4.11 11.68 1.46 -2.21 -0.57 . 
DOM o.6o 6.99 0.26 -o.o6 8.98 -0.03 0,66 0.21 
END 2.80 7.61 1.10 5.39 12.12 1.83 -2.59 -0.67 . - -- -
ORD 3.60 11.42 0.95 8.22 13.57 2.50 -4.62 -0.92 
INT 7.90 ?.57 J.1J 12.50 12.50 . ).76 -4.60 -1..10 
-NUR 2.70. 5.33 1.52 11.94 11.94 }.40 . -9.24 -2.)5* ----- ---- -- --
AFF 1.40 8.35 0.50 7.28 8.35 3.60 -5.88 -1.71 
----
HET 5.10 5.99 2.55 6.3J 8.83 2.96 -1.23 -0.42 
EXH -2.70 5.62 -1.44 -2.78 8.06 -1.46 0.08 0. OJ . 
AUT -3.)0 7.93 -1.25 -10.00 10.66 -3.87 6.70 1.81 
AGG -3.20 5.69 -1.69 -10.89 14.61 -).07 7 .69. 1.91 
CHA 0.80 8.63 0.28 1.61 7.58 0.88 -0.81 -0.24 
-2.90 5.73 -1.52 -4.00 11 ,JO -1.46 1.10 0.3J - ------- ---sue 
ABA -1,30 6.03 -0.65 4.28 7.47 2.)6 -5.58 -2.06 
DEF 2.50 8.19 0.92 8.50 9.02 3.89 -6.00 .:1.72 . 
CRS 4.10 7.09 1.73 -1.79 5.93 ..:1. 24 5.88 2.13* 
-- ------
* Significant at the .05 level of confidence 
** Significant at the • 01 level of confidence 
*** Significant at the • 001 level of confidence 
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TABLE 11 
'~--
DIFFERENCE BETWEEN STUDENT AND PERCEIVED 
PARENT SCORES COMPARED IN TERMS OF =-~- --- --~----------
SOCIAL CLASS ~ . -
-----------
Female. 
-
Social Class 
II (N=12) IV (N=JO) Difference 
Scale x Sigma t f Sigma t f t 
CKD 4.55 6.80 2.11 6.00 5.6? 5.70 -1.45 -0.61 
DFF 2.45 5.2) 1.48 6.77 12.61 2.89 -4.32 -1.51 
FAV 4.45 6,81· 2.0? 6.)3 13.33 2.56 -1.88 .-0;57 -----
UFA -8.00 13.49 -1.88 -11.43 14.53 -4.16 ).2) 0.64. 
CFD -3.73 ?.?4 -1.52 -4.80 10.86 -2.)8 1.0? 0.)4 
SCN 4.55 8.61 1.67 ?.0? 9· 21 4,1) -2.52 -0.?8 . 
LAB 4.00 8,06 1.57 -3.)0 12.57 -1.41 ?.JO 2.11 * 
ADJ s.oo ?.4) 2.1) ?.00 11-62 ).25 -2.00 -0.6) 
ACH o. 91 6.99 0.41 o.4J 10,)0 0.2) 0.48 0.16 ·. 
DOM .. J. 27 6.?? -1.53 -5.43 9·55 -).07 2.16 0.?8 
END -0.64 6.4? -'0. 31 . 2.20 ?.35 1.61 -2.84 -1.15 
ORD .:i2,27 6,80 -1.06 4.4? ?.87 ),06 -6.?4 -2.59** 
INT 4.00 ?.76 1,6J 6.00 10.40 ).11 -2.00 -0.64 
NUR 6.18 7.21 2.?1 8.20 11.65 3•79 -2.02 -0.64 
AFF 5.45 8.57 2.01 6 .1) 11.84 2.79 -0.68 -0.19. 
HET ).64 8.41 1.37 1.73 10. OJ 0.9) 1.91 0.54 
EXH -1.82 6.25 -0.92 -5.47 8.10 -),64 ).65 1.47 . 
AUT -2.82 ?.54 -1.18 -8.)0 .10.55 -4.24 5.48 1.78 
AGG -5.91 5. 62 - -J,JJ. -10.37 10 .1? -5.49 4.46 1. 72 . 
CHA 4.55 10.95 1.)1 ).80 8.44 2,42 0.?5 0,20 
sue 2.64 11.19 0.74 O,JJ 11.8) 0.15 -2 .)1 -0.55 
ABA 4.91 5.79 -2,68 8.9) 9·87 4.87 -4.02 -1.55 
DEF 5.64 7.)8 2.42 ?.07 9.40 4.05 -1.43 ..:o .49 
CRS -).18 10.79 -0.93 -5.27 12.57 -2.26 -2.09 -0.51 
-----
* 
Significant at the .os level of confidence 
** 
Significant at the .01 level of confidence -
*** Significant at the ,001 level of confidence 
• 
-----------
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TABLE 12 
DIFFERENCE BETWEEN STUDENT AND PERCEIVED 
PARENT SCORES COMPARED IN TERMS OF 
SOCIAL CLASS 
Male 
Social Class 
II (N=10) IV (N=12) 
Scale x Sigma t X Sigma t 
CKD s.oo 4.75 }.16 6.42 s.n }.72 
DFF 0,40 8.15 0.15 8.75 7.66 }.79 
FAY -4.70 8.19 -1.72 8.42 7.77 ).59 
UFA -7.90 9.28 -2.55 -7.50 1}.92 -1.79 
CFD 1.20 8.80 0.41 2.00 7.07 0.94 
SCN 6.80 8.6} 2,)6 -0.17 10.08 -0.05 . 
LAB -2.90 12.}6 -0.76 6.75 5.66 }.96 
ADJ 4.60 9.2} 1.49 5.75 9.52 2,00 
ACH 1.90 7.88 0,72 5.JJ 9.27 1.91 
DOM 0,60 6.99 0.26 2.67 9,05 0.98 
END 2.80 7.61 1.10 }.08 10.12 1, 01 
ORD ),60 11.42 0.95 4.50 9.18 1.6} 
INT 7.90 ?.57 J,1J 4.67. 6.99 . 2,21 
NUR 2.70 5.33 1.52 ?.JJ 7.72 3·.15 . 
. AFF 1.40 8.35. o.so 7.08 6.90 ).41 
HET 5.10 5.99 2.55 10.00 10.86 -),06 
EXH -2.70 5.62 -1.44 -0.08 10.07 -0,03 
AUT -J,JO 7.93 -1.25 -1.17 5.93 -0,65 
AGG -),20 5.69 -1.69 -4.58 7.98 -1.90 
CHA 0,80 8.63 0.28 . 8.50 7.02 4,02 
sue -2.90 5.73 -1.52 -1.42 9.08 -0.52 
ABA -1.}0 6.03 -0.65 2.)3 7.45 1.04 
DEF 2.50 8.19 0.92 2.25 5.67 1.32 
CRS 4.10 7,09 1.73 -4.92 8.46 -1.93 
* Significant at the .05 level of confidence 
** Significant at the .01 level of confidence 
*** Significant at the .001 level of confidence 
• 
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~---- -- ~--~-- -- --- --
-------------------
-
-
Difference. 
X t 
-1.42 -0.61 . 
-8.}5 -2.}4* 
-}.72 -1. OJ . --------
-0.40 ... o.o8 
.-0.80 -0.22 ·. 
6.97 1.67 . 
-9 .• 65 -2.16* 
-1.15 -0.27 
-}.43 -0.89 
-2.07 -0.58 .. 
-0.28 -0.07 
-0.90. -0.19 ··.· 
3.2} 0 •. 98 
-4.63 -1.58 . 
-5.68 -1.63 
-4.90 -1.28 ·• 
-2.62 -0.7] 
-2.13 -0.67 
1.}8 0.45 
-7.70 -2.16*-
··1.48 -0.44 
-.3. 6} -1.20 .· 
'o. o8 · 0.25 
9.02 2.59** 
--- - ----- ----
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Male.-- By examining Table 1J, and Figure 11 it 
can be seen that differences are statistically significant 
on five scales, In order of amount of difference those are• 
Lability, Autonomy, Change, Deference, and Self Control. 
II. Relationship Between Student Self Description and 
Perceived Parental Descr~pt~on Analyzed in Terms of Degree 
of Social Mobility Anticipated ~ the Student 
Difference between parent and child 
for each degree of mobility · 
One degree of downward mobility 
Female.-- As can be seen from Table 14 and Figure 
12 the evaluation of the children and their perceived 
parent scores differed significantly on only the Adjust-
ment and the Nurturance Scales, 
Male,-- Table 15 and Figure lJ demonstrate dif-
ferences between student and perceived parental scores 
on the following sclaes listed in rank order of amount of 
difference: Nurturance, Intracession, Aggression, adjust-
ment, and Change. 
No Mobility 
Female.-- The scales with significan difference 
to reject the null hypothesis for this grouping in or-
der of amount of difference area Unfavorable adjectives, 
Abasement, Aggression, Autonomy, Deference, Self-control, 
Nurturance, and Affiliation. This data is found in Table 16 
-- - - - -
i e=:-----
----
10J 
TABLE 1J 
DIFFERENCE BETWEEN STUDENT AND PERCEIVED 
PARENT SCORES COMPARED IN TERMS OF p - - ----~--~- -~~- -~ 
SOCIAL CLASS ,_ ,_ 
Male - -------------
. -------------
Social Class 
III (N=18) IV (N=12) Difference 
Scale x Sigma t X Sigma 't X t 
2.61 6.16 1.75 6.42- -}.81 -1.67 CKD 5.72 . J.72 F 
DFF . 6.94 12.65 2.26 8.75 7.66 3·79 -1.81 -0.47 
FAV 8.56 12.72 2.77 8.42 7.77· J.59 0.14 0.04 --------------
UFA -9.44 14.53 -2.68 -7.50 13.92 -1.79 -1.94 -0.35 
CFD 1.50 7·37 0.84 2.00 7.07 0.94 -0.50 -0.18.:. 
SCN 8.94 11.67 '3.16 -0.17 10,08 -0.05 9.11 2.19* 
LAB -2.06 7.09 -1.20 6.75 5.66 3·96 -8.81 -3.64** 
ADJ 10.56 15.50 2.81 5·75 9.52 2.00 4.81 1.02 
ACH 4.11 11.68 1.46 5.33 9.27 1.91 -1.22 -0.31 
DOM -0.06 8.98 -0.03 2.67 9.05 0.98 . -2. 73 -0. 78 . 
END 5.39 12.12 1.83 3.08 10.12 1.01 2.}1 o.ss 
ORD 8,22 13.57 2.50 4.50 9.18 1.63 3·72 0.87 
INT 12.50 14.71 J.76 4.67 6.99 2.11 7·83 1.99 
NUR 11.94 1 .so J.4o 7·33 7.72 . 3;15 4.61 1 •. 09 ·----- ---
AFF 7.28 8.35 3.60 7.08 6,90 3.41 0.20 0.07 
HET 6.J3 8.3J 2.96 10.00 10.86 3.06 -3.67 -0.94 ----
EXH -2.78 8.06 -1.46 -0.08 10.07 -0.30 . -2.70 -0.75 
AUT-10,00 10.66 -3.87 -1.17 5.93 -0.65 -8.83 -2.81** 
AGG -10.89 14.61 -3.07 -4.58 7.98 -1.90 -6.J1 -1.47 . 
CHA 1.61 7.58 0.88 8.50 7.02 4.02 -6.89 -2.60** 
·- sue -4. oo 11.}0 -1.46 -1.42 9.08 -0.52 -2.58 -0.67 - --------- -- - ---
ABA 4. 28 7.47 2.36 2.33 7.45 1.01 1.95 0.68 
.DEF 8.50 9.02 }.89 2.25 5.67 1.32 6.25 '2,25*. 
CRS -1.78 . 5.93 -1.24 4.92 8.46 -1.93 3.14 1.07 
------- -- -- - -----
* Significant at the • 05 ievel of confidence 
** Significant at the • 01 - -- -- ---- -----level of confidence 
*** Significant at the .001 level of confidence 
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TABLE 14 · 
DIFFERENCE BETWEEN STUDENT AND PERCEIVED F-
PARENT SCORES COMPARED IN TERMS OF 
-
ANTICIPATED SOCIAL MOBILITY 
One Degree of Downward Mobility 
Female --
-
N=4 
Difference 
Scale Student Mean Parent Mean X Sigma t 
Score Score 
CKD 5$.75 5).00 . 2. 75 8,61 0'.55 
· DFF 47.25 ~7.00 . 10.25 5.76 ),08 
FAV 51.50 J,OO 8.50. 7·53 1.95 - -
UFA 5).00 55.25 -2.25 6.75 -0.58 
------
CFD 50.25 52.00 -1.75 8.14 -0.)7 
SCN 45.50 40;25 5.25 4.82 1.89 
LAB 49.75 51.25 -1.50 8.08 .- -0.)2 
ADJ 51.75 39.25 12.50 5.94 ).65* 
ACH 51.50 47.25 4.25 ),70 1.99 
DOM 51.25. 52.00 -0.75 2.86 -0.45 
END 51.00 45.75 5.25 5.36 1.70. 
ORD •"-.· 48.00 4).25 4.75 8.35 . 0.99 
!NT 4).50 40,00 ·).50 1.50 4.04* 
NUR 48.50 37.00 11.50 5•77 . ).45* 
AFF 46.50 39.25 7.25 11,05 1.14 
HET 55.50 55.50 o.oo 7.04 0.00 
EXH 53.25 56.75 -).50 5.)6 -1.13 . ----
AUT 53.25 57.00 -3·75 7.19 -0.90 
AGG 55.75 . 62.50 -6.75 4;66 -2.51 
CHA 50.25 53"· 7 5 -J.50 11.43 -0.53 
sue 52.25 51.75. 0.50 15.44 0,06 
ABA 48.25 45.00 ).25 ).96 1.42 
DEF 46.25 39.00 7.25 6.)8 '1.97 
CRS 42.75 50.50 ..:7.75 10.85 -1.24 
* Significant at the .05 level of confidence 
** Significant at the ,01 level of confidence --
*** Significant at the ,001 level of' confidence 
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TABLE 15. 
DIFFERENCE BETWEEN STUDENT AND PERCEIVED 
PARENT SCORES COMPARED IN TERMS OF -
ANTICIPATED SOCIAL MOBILITY -"' 
·---- -------- --
pne Degree of Downward Mobility 
Male 
N =5 
Difference 
Scale Student Mean Parent Mean x Sigma t 
Score Score 
_ 3.6o CKD 51.00 47.40 3.32 2.17 - -- --- -- ---
DFF 50.60 40.00 . 10.60 11.13 1.91 . 
FAV 47.40 35.60 11.80 9.24 2.55 ---------- ---- -
UFA 48.60 62.00 -13.40 11.31 -2.37 
CFD 46.20 48.20 -2.00 6,66 -0.60 
SCN 4).20 . 32.20 11.00 8.29 2.65 
LAB 52.80 56.20 -3.40 6.37 -1.07 
ADJ 50.80 : 33.00 17.80 10.76 3.31 * . 
ACH 47.40 44.80 2,60 8.04 0.65 
DOM 51.80 53.40 -1.60 6.74 . -0.47. 
END 45.60 38.80 6.80 9.60 1.42 
ORD 43.40 36.80 6.60 9.89 1.33 - -- ------ ---
INT 51.40 32.60 18.80 8.23 4.57* 
NUR 57.80 )8.20 19.60 8.82 4.44* 
AFF. 5J.40 42.80 . 10.60 10.89 1.95 
HET 58.60 47.40 11.20 9.)9 2.)9' 
EXH 54.80 59.00 -4.20 6.52 -1.29 -
AUT 51.40 65.00 -13.60 10.78 -.2.52 
AGG 47.40 65.40 -18,00 9.19 -J.90* 
CHA 56.80 50.80 6,00 1.26 9.49*** 
sue 47.60 49.60 -2.00 6.96 -0.57 ----------·-
ABA 45.00 )6.80 8.20 6.85 2.J9 
DEF 46.00 )6,20 9.80 10.61 i.85 .. 
CRS 48.20 49.20 -1.00 5.51 -0.)6 
* Significant at the .os level of confidence ----=----c .-.. -. =-----c-
** Significant at the .01 level of confidence 
*** Significant at the .001 level of' confidence fL_ :-----
• -l-
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and Figure 14. 
Male.-- Table 17 and Figure 1S demonstrate that 
only two scales are significantly different to reject 
the null hypothesis for this category. Those area Un-
favorable Adjectives and Succorance. 
One Degree of Mobility 
Female,-- The scales with sufficient difference 
to reject the null hypothesis listed in rank order of 
difference area Unfavorable Adjectives, Personal Adjust-
ment, Nurturance, Aggression, Favorable Adjectives, In-
traception, Affiliation, Autonomy, and Self-control. -This 
aata is summarized in Table 18 and Figure 16. 
Male.-- Examination of the data found in Table 19 
and Figure 17 indicates that the scales with sufficient 
difference to reject the null hypothesis listed in rank 
order of difference area Aggression, Self-control, Intra-
caption, Unfavorable Adjectives, Nurturance, Favorable 
Adjectives, Autonomy, Deference, Personal Adjustment, 
Heterosexuality, and Affiliation. 
Two Degrees of Mobility 
Female.-~ Table 20 and Figure 18 demonstrate that 
the scales with sufficient difference to reject the null 
hypothesis listed in rank order of difference arec Abase-
--------
111 
TABLE 16 
-------
DIFFERENCE BETWEEN STUDENT AND PERCEIVED 
PARENT SCORES COMPARED IN TERMS OF 
ANTICU'A TE_IT-sDC:IAL--MOBILITY 
No Mobility 
Female 
N=21 
Difference 
Scale Student Mean Parent Mean 5t Sigma t 
Score Score 
CKD 54.14 51.48 2.67 5.57 2.14 48.24 46.00 • 2.24 9.40 1.07 
· DFF 
FAV 51.19 47.)8 ).81 11.51 1.48 
UFA 47.67. 56;90 -9.]] 11.79 -J.54** 
CFD 45.24 50.10 -4.86 7.]4 -2.96** 
SCN 48.90 _4].67 5.24 7.00 'J,J5** 
LAB 49.JJ . 48.67 0.67 7.85 0,]8 
ADJ 50.67 46.48 4.19 12.81 . 1.46 
ACH 46.14 46.41 -0.57 7.54 . -0. J4 
DOM 48.00 so. 8 -2.48 6.96 -1.59 
END 49.24 47.57 1.67 8.]9 0.89 
ORD 47.86 46.]8 1.48 7.4] 0,84 
INT 48.95 46.52 2.4] . 10.4] . 1.0 
NUR 52.05 46.90 5.14 . 9· 22 2.49* 
AFF 49.71 44.62 5.10 9.90 2.]0* 
HET 57.62 52.81 . 4.81 6.]5 ].]9** 
EXH 51.24 55.JJ -4.10 7.]9 .. -2.48* 
AUT 50.10 55.80 -5.71 8.94 -2.86**' 
AGG 49.05 55.48 -6.4] 7;29 -].94*** 
CHA 52.76- 49.]8 ].]8 8.25 1.8] 
sue 50.05 49.81 0.24 5.61 0.19 
ABA 50.71 4].52 7.19 8.05 4.00*** . 
DEF 50.05. 44.)8 s .. 67 7.10 J.57**. 
CRS 4].95 47.90. -].95 7.9] -2.2]* 
* Significant at the .os level of confidence 
** Significant at the .01 level of confidence .. ------- -
*** Significant at the .001 level of' confidence 
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TABLE '17 
DIFFERENCE BETWEEN STUDENT AND PERCEIVED 
PARENT SCORES COMPARED IN TERMS OF 
ANTICIPATED SOCIAL MOBILITY 
No Mobility 
Male · 
N=7 
UJ 
Difference 
Scale Student Mean Parent Mean X Sigma t 
CKD 
DFF 
FAV 
UFA 
CFD 
SCN 
LAB 
ADJ 
ACH 
DOM 
END 
ORD 
INT 
NUR 
.AFF 
HET 
EXH 
AUT 
AGG 
CHA 
sue 
ABA 
DEF 
CRS 
Score Score 
so.oo 
51.71 
45.86 
52.57 
49.29 
42.14 
47.00 
50.57 
49.71 
56.14 
50.14 
47.71 
45.86 
49.71 
50.14 
55.14 
58.00 
54.00 
53.57 
45.71 
45.71 
42.29 
44.14 
48.57 
48.00 
49.86 
39.43 
61.86 
46.86 
36.86 
. 48.57 
41.71 
46.71 
53.57 
46.71 
41.57 
41.29 
46.00 
49.14 
50.71 
59.29 
55.43 .. 
55.00 
47.57 
51.29 
45.86 
43.14 
47.43 
2.00 
1.86 
6.43 
-9.29 
2.43 
5.29 
-1.57 
8,86 
3.00 
2.57 
3.43 
6.14 
. 4.57 
3.71 
1.00 
4.43 
-1.29 
-1.43 
-1.43 
-1 .86 
-5.57 
-3.57 
1.00 
1.14 
* Significant at the • 05 l'evel of confidence 
** Significant at the .01 level of confidence 
*** Significant at the .001 level of' confidence 
' 
4.93 
5.38 
6.57 
8.78 
10.17 
6.67 
12.97 
8.46 
7.13 
6.09 
8.65 
9.39 
7 .38· 
6.63 
6.93 
4.10 
5.97 
6.43 
5.73 
9.22 
4.98 
5.63 
6.78 
6.06 
0.99 
0.85 
2.40 
-2.59* 
0.59• 
1.94 
-0.30 
2.56 
1.03 
1.0) 
0.97 
. 1.60 
1.52 
1.37 
0.35 
2.62* 
.-0.53 
-0.54 
-0.61 
-0.49 
-2.74* 
-1.55 
'0,)6 
0,46 
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TABLE 18 
DIFFERENCE BETWEEN STUDENT AND PERCEIVED 
PARENT SCORES COMPARED IN TERMS OF 
ANTICIPATED SOCIAL MOBILITY 
One Degree of Mobility 
Female 
N=28 
us 
Difference 
Scale Student Mean Parent Mean X Sigma t 
Score Score 
CKD 54.21 46.61 7.61 5.01 1.89 
DFF 45.68 39.14 6.54 11.20 3.03** . 
FAV 47.96 40.64 7·32 1,.02 2.92** 
UFA 51.50 62.82! -11.32 . 1 .67 -4.01*** 
CFD 48.29 49.68 -1.39 8.57 
. -0,84 
SCN 45·.50 40.07 5.43 10.42 2.71* 
LAB ao.46 '49.57 0.89 12.77 0,)6 
ADJ - 7.61 39.18 8.43 10~48 4.18*** 
ACH 45.89 43.71 2.18 10.28 1.18 
DOM 47.57 . 49.75 -2.18 8.57 -1.32 
END 45.32 43.57 1.75 7.81 1.16 
ORD 44.94 41.82 3.11 6.67 2.42* 
INT 47.5 40.75 6.79 9.56 3.69*** 
NUR 48.82 40.68 8.14 11.32 3.74*** 
AFF 47.36 40.71 6.64 12.72 2. 71 *. 
HET 54.32 51.04 3·29 11.93 1.43 
EXH 53.11 56.32 -3.21 5.98 .-2.79** 
AUT· 51.54 57.75 -6.21 8.94 -3.61** 
AGG 52.21 59.93 -7.71 9.12 . -4.40*** 
CHA 53.54 49.07 4.46 11.10 2.09* 
sue 52.14 53.04 -0.89 11.74 . --o .4o 
ABA 50.00 46.32 3.68 
8.68 . 2.20* 
DEF 47.54 42.68 4.86 8.09 ·3.12 
CRS 47.14 52.21 -5.07 10.45 
-2.52* . 
* Significant at the .05 level of confidence 
** Significant at the • 01 level of confidence 
*** Significant at the • 001 level of' confidence 
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TABLE 20 
DIFFERENCE BETWEEN STUDENT AND PERCEIVED 
PARENT SCORES COMPARED IN TERMS OF 
ANTICIPATED SOCIAL MOBILITY 
. 
Two Degrees of Mobility 
Female 
N=15 
119 
Difference 
Scale Student Mean Parent Mean ~ Sigma t 
Score Score 
CKD 
DFF 
FAV 
UFA 
CFD 
SCN 
LAB 
ADJ 
ACH 
DOM 
END 
ORD 
INT 
NUR 
AFF 
HET 
EXH 
AUT 
AGG 
CHA 
sue 
ABA 
DEF 
CRS 
50.7) 
48.9:3 
50.27 
50.60 
40.80 
S).OO · 
l}2 .27 
50.47 
44.07 
42.00 
48.5:3 
49.80 
. 47.40 
52.07 
49.20 
50.40 
48.27 
4).9:3 
45.20 
46.80 
57 .1) 
58.00 
55.27 
4).60 
* Significant at the 
** Significant at the 
*** Significant at the 
• 
44.67 
4).00 
46.5) 
59.80 
49.07 
45.67 
'48~20 
' 4).80 
' 44.40 
48.9:3 
48,00 
45.47 
. 4).40 
45.):3 
45.7:3 
50.00 
54.87 
5J.)J 
55.40 
42.60 
5).27 
45.20 
48.47 
49.40 
. 
6.07 
5.9) 
).7) 
-9.20 
-8.27 
7.)) 
-5.9:3 
6.67 
-0.):3 
-6.9:3 
0.5) 
4.)) 
·4.00 
6. 7:3 ).47 
0.40 
-6.60 
-9.40 
-10.20 
4.20 ).87 
12.80 
6.80. 
-5.80. 
.05 level of confidence 
.01 level of confidence 
.001 level of· confidence 
"4. 49 
11.42 
10.98 
1).68 
10.21 
7 .·61 
10.65 
12.02 
8.59 
9.00 
6.)5 
9.48 
12.02 
9.28 
8.20 . 
4.74 
7.81 
9.41 
9.04 
6.45 
9.5] 
9.01 
8.7J 
1). 01 
5.05 1.94. 
1.27 
-2.52* 
-),OJ** ).60** 
-2.08* 
2.08* 
-0.15 
-2.88* 
0.)1 
1.71 
1.24 
2.71 * 1.58 . 
O,J2 
.-).16** 
-:3. 74** . 
-4.22*** 
2.44* 
1.52 
5.27*** 
·2. 91 *. 
-1.67 
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ment, Aggression, Autonomy, Unfavorable Adjectives, Self• 
confidence, Self-control, Doninance, Deference, Nurturance, 
Personal Adjustment, Exhibition, and Lability, 
Male.-- There were no differences sufficiently sta-
tistically significant to reject the null hypothesis. 
Three Degrees of Mobility 
Female.-- There were no females in the sample in 
this category, 
Male.-- Three scales were sufficiently significant 
to reject the null hypothesis. These are ·found in Table 21 
and Figure 19. Listed in rank order of difference they 
are1 Change, Self-control, and Affiliation. 
Differences between perceived parent and child scores 
analyzed 1n terms of mean differences between 
differf:ng~egrees of antfc1pated mob1l1ty 
Zero degrees and minus one degree 
Female.-- No scales exhibited sufficient difference 
to be considered significant. 
Male.-- Table 22 and Figure 20 indicate that four 
scales were significantly different to reject the null 
hypothesis. Those scales wE:rea Intraception, Nurturance, 
Aggression, and Abasement. 
Zero degrees and plus one degree of mobility 
I= - ---
[;! ___ :--
-- ':>~- --
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TABLE 21 
------
DIFFERENCE BETWEEN STUDENT AND PERCEIVED 
PARENT SCORES COMPARED IN TERMS OF 
ANTICIPATED SOCIAL MOBILITY 
. 
Three Degrees of Mobility ---------
Male 
N=6 
Difference 
Scale Student Mean Parent Mean :i. Sigma t 
Score Score 
CKD 56.50 49.17 
' 
7.)) 5·99 2.74 
DFF 50.17 42.8) 7.)) 7.2) 2.27 : 
FAY 45.50 40.00 5.50 6.70 1.84 
UFA 5).67 52.83 0,8) 9.89 0.19 
CFD 49.33 48.33 1.00 9.)1 0.24 
SCN )8.00 46.00 -8.00 4.00 . -4.47** 
LAB 58.50 52.17 6.)3 5.82 2.43 
ADJ 45.50 42.83 2.67 8.94 0.67 
ACH 48,17 42.67 5.50 9.88 1.24 
DOM 49.00 46.83 2,17 9.96 0.49 
END 42.)3 41.17 1.17 11.36 0.23 
ORD 40,83 39.67 1.17 9.69 0.27 
!NT 45.83 45.00 0.8) 4.05. o.!-1-6 
NUR 49.00 46.00 ).00 7.92 0.8~ 
AFF 52.50 45.33 7.17 5.27 J,O * 
HET 60,00 5a·17 6.83 8.19 1.86 
EXH 58.17 5 .83 3.JJ 10.78 0.69 
AUT 50.67 50.00 0.67 2.43 0.61 
AGG 51.67 5J.OO -1.33 7.56 -0.39 
CHA 57.83 49.50 8,JJ 5.41 J.45* 
·sue 5J.83 49.67 4.17 7.40 1.26 
ABA 47.33 44.50 2.83 7.90 0,80 
DEF 46.67 44.00 2.67 5.06 '1.18 
CRS 46.83 50.83 -4.00 8.79 -1.02 
* Significant at the .05 'level of confidence 
** Significant at the .01 level of confidence 
*** Significant at the .001 level of' confidence 
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TABLE 22 
---------
- -- ----
DIFFERENCE BETWEEN STUDENT AND PERCEIVED PARENT SCORES 
----- ---COMPARED IN TERMS OF ifiEAN DIFFERENCES BETWEEN ,_ 
DIFFERING DEGREES OF AN'J'ICIPATED · ~ 
SOCIAL MOBILITY ---------
E. Male 
Degree of Anticipated Mobility 
0 (N=7) -1 (N=5) Difference 
Scale x Sigma t x Sigma· t x t 
' 
-0.61 CKD 2,00 4.93 0.99 3.60 3·3? 2.17 -1.60 
~ 
~-- DFF 1.86. 5.38 0,85 10.60 11.13 1.91 -8.74 -1.46 FAV 6.43 6.57 2,40 11.80. 9.24 2.55 -5.37 -1.01 --- ---i UFA -9.29 8.78 -2.59 -13.40 11.31 -2.37 4.11 0.61 
CFD 2.43 10,17 0.59 -2.00 6.66 -0.60 4.43 0.83 
SCN 5.29 6.67 1.94 11.00 8.29 2.65 -5.72 -1.15 
LAB -1.57 12.97 -0.30 -3.40 6.)7 -1.07 1.83 0.30 
ADJ 8.86 8.46 2.56 17.80 10.76 3.31 -8.94 -1.40 
ACH 3.00- 7.13 1.03 2.60 8.04 0.65 0.40 0.08 
DOM . 2.57 6.09 1.03 -1.60 6.74 -0.47 4.17 1,00 
END 3.43 8.65 0.97 6.80 9.60 1,42 
-3·a7 -0.$7 
ORD 6.14 9.39 1.60 6.60 9.89 1.33 -0. 6 -0.07 
INT 4.57 7.38 1.52 18.80 8.23 . 4.57 -14.23 -2.79* 
NUR ).71 6.63 1.37 19.60 8.82 4.44 -15.89 -3.07* 
I AFF 1.00 6.93 0.35 10.60 10.89 1.95 -9.60 -1 • .56 I HET 4.43 4.14 2,62 11.20 9.39 2.)9 -6.77 -1.36 
! EXH -1,29 5·97 -o.5a -4.20 6.52 -1.29 2.91 0.71 AUT -1.43 6.43 -0.5 -1). 60 10.78 .-2.52 12.17 2.03 
AGG -1,43 5·73 -0.61 -18.00 9.19 -3.92 16.57 3.21** 
CHA -1".86 9.22 -0.49 6,00 1.26 9.49 -7.86 -2.06 6.96 ----sue -5.57 4.98 -2.74 -2.00 -0.57 -3.57 -0.89 
ABA -3.57. 5.63 -1.55 8.20 6.85 2;39 -11.77 -2.85* 
DEF 1.00 6.78 0.36 9.80 10.61 1.85 -8.80 !..1,47 . 
CRS 1.14 6,06 0.46 -1.00 5.51 -0.36 2,14 0.58 
* Significant at the .05 level of confidence .:::_·· __ ----_·_· ----~~ -------~- ~----
** Significant at the • 01 level of confidence 
*** Significant at the • 001 level of confidence 
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Female.-- No scales were significantly different 
to reject the null hypothesis. 
Male;-- Four scales were significantly different 
to reject the null hypothesis. As seen in Table 23 and 
Figure 21 those scales. were 1 Autonomy, Aggression, Abase-
ment, and Deference. 
Zero degrees and plus two degrees of mobility 
Female.-- Examination of Table 24 and Figure 
22 shows that only the Heterosexuality Scale rejects the 
null hypothesis. 
Male.-- No scoresreject the null hypothesis. 
~ .. :-
Zero degrees·and plus three degrees of mobility 
Female.-- There were no subjects in the study 
group in this category. 
Male.-- Three scales appear to reject the null 
hypothesis. - As seen in Table 25 and Figure 23 these are1 
Self-control, Change and Succorance. 
--~---
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TABLE 2J 
DIFFERENCE BETWEEN STUDENT AND PERCEIVED PARENT SCORES 
COMPARED IN TERMS OF ltiEAN DIFFERENCES BETWEEN 
DIFFERING DEGREES OF ANTICIPATED -
SOCIAL MOBILITY ---------------
.. 
Male· 
Degree of Anticipated Mobility 
·o (N=?) +1 (N=14) Difference 
Scale x Si!!llla t x Sigma t x t 
.. 
2.00 4.9J 0.99 6.00 5.58. ).88 -4. oo -i .sa · -CKD -- ---------- -----
DFF 1.86 5.)8 0.85 ?.57 1).24 2.06 -5.71 -1. JJ . 
FAV 6.4) 6.57 2.40 9.71 12~42 2.82 -).28 -0.75 --- -- ----- ---- -
UFA 
-9.29 8.?8 -2.59 -10.79 14.87 -2.61 1.50 0.27 
CFD 2.4) 10.17 0.59 ).07 6.~7 L74 -0.64 -0.14. 
SCN 5.29 6.67 1.94 11.29 11. 7 ).55 -6.00 -1.4J 
LAB -1.57 12.97 -O,.JO 0.64 8.60 0,2? -2.21 -0.)8 
ADJ 8.86 8.46 2.56 8.9) 14.28 2.25 -0.07 -0.01 
ACH .J,OO 7 .1) 1. O.J 5.00 12.0) 1.50 -~.00 -0.45 
DOM 2.57 6.09 1. O.J 0,21 9. 71 o.oa 2.)6 0.64. 
END .J,4J 8.65 0.97 5.57 12,)8 1.62 -2.14 -0.4) 
·------------· 
ORD 6.14 9.)9 1.60 8.86 15.52 2,06 -2.72 -0.47 .. 
INT .0.57 . 7.)8 1.52 11.07 1).17 .J.OJ -6.50 -1.J7 
NUR ).71 6.6.) 1.)7 10.21 14,04 2.62 -6.50 -1.37 
AFF 1.00 6.9) 0.)5 ?.71 8.4) J,JO -6.71 -1. 8,) 
HET 4.4) 4.14 2.62 .. .8.29 10.45 2.86 -,).86 -1.15 
EXH -1,29 5.97 -0.53 -4.14 6,6) -2.25 2.85 0.9) -
AUT -1.4) 6,4) -0.54 -9.64 9.44 -).68 8.21 2,21* 
AGG -L4J 5.7J -0.61 -11.64 1).62 -).08 10,21 2, .JO* 
CHA -1.86 9.22 -0.49 0.9) 7.20 0.47 -2.79 -0.65 
sue -5.57 4.98 -2.74 -5.93 11.15 -1.92 0.,)6 0.10 --------
ABA -.J.57' 5.6.) -1.55 .J,4.J 5.78 2.14 -7.00 -2.50* . 
DEF 1.00 6.78 0.~6 9.4) 7.88 4. )1 -8.4.) -2 • .)9 .. 
CRS 1.14 6.06 o. 6 -2.21 7.09 -1.1) .J,.J5 1.06 
* Significant at the .05 level of confidence 
-
** Significant at the • 01 level of confidence 
*** Significant at the • 001 level of confidence ' 
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TABLE "24 -------- - - -----
DIFFERENCE BET~~EN STUDENT AND PERCEIVED PARENT SCORES -- -- -
COMPARED IN TERMS OF [I]EAN DIFFERENCES BETWEEN 
DIFFERING DEGREES OF ANTICIPATED 
SOCIAL MOBILITY 
Female 
Degree of Anticipated Mobility · 
0 (N=21) +2 (N=15) Difference 
Scale x Sigma t x Sigma t X: t 
-
~ ------ ------ --
CKD 2.67 5.57 2.14 6.07 4.49 5.05 -).40 -1.97 
DFF 2.24 9.40 1.07 5.9] 11.42 1.94 -].69 -1.00 --- ----- -- --
FAV ),81 11.51 1.48 ],7] 10.98 1.27 0.08 0,02 
UFA -9 • .33 11.79 -).54 -9.20 1).68 -2.52 -0.13 -0.0] 
CFD -4.86 7.4) -2.96 -8.27 10.21 -3.03 ).41. 1.07. 
SCN 5.24 7.00 ].]5 7.]] 7. 61 ],60 -2.09 . -0.81 
LAB 0.67 7.85 0.]8 -5.93 10.65 -2.08 6,60 1.97 
ADJ 4.19 12.81 1.46 6.67 12.02 2.08 -2.48 -0.58 
ACH -0,57 7.54 -0.)4 -0.]] 8.59 -0.15 -0.24 -0.08 
DONI -2.48 6.96 -1.59 -6.9] 9.00 -2,88 4.45 1.55 
END 1.67 8.]9 0.89 0.5] 6.]5 o. 31 1.14 0.45 - ---------------
ORD 1,48 7.4) 0.89 4.)) 9.48 1.71 -2.85 -0.94 
INT 2.4) 10.43; 1.04 4.00 12.02 1.24 -1.57 -0.40 
NUR 5.14 9.22 2.49 6.7] 9.28 2. 71 -1.59 -0.49 
AFF 5.10 9.90 2.]0 ).47 8.20 1.58 1.6) 0,52 
HET 4.81 6.]5 ].49 0.40 4.74 0,")2 4.41. 2,)2* 
EXH -4.10 7·39 -2. 8 -6.60 7.81 -].16 . 2,50 0,94 
AUT -5.71 8.94 -2.86 -9.40 9.41 
-4·74 ].69 1.15. 
AGG -6 .4) 7.29 -).94 -10.20 9.04 - ,22 "].77 1.29. 
CHA ).38 8.25 1.8) 4.20 6.45 2.44 -0.82 -0.)2 ----------
sue 0.24 5.61 0.19 ).87 9.5] 1.52 -3.63 . -1.28 
ABA 7.19. 8.05 4.00 . 12.80 9.09 5.27 -5.61 -1.86 
DEF 5.67 7.10 ].57 6.80 8,7] 2. 91 -1.13 :..o.4o 
CRS -3.95 7.9] -2.23 -5.80 1). 01 -1.67 1.85 0.47" 
* 
Significant at the .05 level of confidence 
** 
Significant at the • 01 level of confidence g 
*** Significant at the • 001 level of confidence 
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TABLE 25 · 
DIFFERENCE BETWEEN STUDENT AND PERCEIVED PARENT SCORES 
COMPARED IN TERrr,s OF !{JEAN DIFFERENCES BETWEEN 
DIFFERING DEGREES OF ANTICIPATED 
SOCIAL l•lOBILITY 
Male 
Degree of Anticipated Mobility 
0 (N=7) +3 (N=6) Difference 
Scale x 
CKD 2, 00 
DFF 1.86. 
FAV 6,lj.3 
UFA -9.29 
CFD 2,43 
SCN 5,29 
LAB -1.57 
ADJ 8,86 
ACH 3, 00 
DOM 2,57 
END 3,43 
ORD 6,14 
INT . 0,57 
NUR 3, 71 
AFF 1.00 
HET 4.43 
EXH -1.29 
AUT -1.43 
AGG -1.43 
CHA -1.86 
sue -5.57 
ABA -3,57 
DEF 1.00 
CRS 1.14 
Sigma 
4.93 
5.38 
6.57 
8.78 
10.17 
6.67 
12.97 
8.46 
7.13 
6.09 
8.65 
9.39 
7.38 
6.63 
6.93 
4.14 
5.97 
6.43 
5,73 
9.22 
4.98 
5.63 
6.78 
6.06 
t 
0.99 
0.85 
2.40 
-2.59 
0.59 
1.94 
-0.30 
2.56 
1.03 
1.03 
0.97 
1.60 
1.52 
·1.37 
0.35 
2,62 
-0.53 
-0.54 
-O.M 
-0.49 
-2.74 
-1.55 
0.36 
0.46 
* 
Significant at the 
** Significant at the 
Significant at the *** 
7·33 
7·33 
5.50 
0,83 
1.00 
-8.00 
6.33 
2.67 
5.50. 
2.17 
1.17 
1.17 
0.83 
3.00 
7 ;17 
6.83 
3·33 
0.67 
-1.33 
8.33 
4.17 
2.83 
2.67 
-4.00 
Sigma 
5·99 
7.2) 
6.70 
9.89 
9. 31 
4.00 
5.82 
8.94 
9.88 
9.96 ·. 
11.36 
9.69 
4.06 
7.92 
5·27 
8.19 
10.78 
2.43 
7.56 
5.41 
7.40 
7,90· 
5.06 
8.79 
t 
2.74 
2,27 
1.84 
. 0.19 
0.24 
-4.47 
2,43 
0.67 
1.24 
0.49 
0.23 
0,27 
0,46 
0,85 
3.04 
1.86 
0.69 
0.61 
-0.39 
3.45 
1.26 
0,80 
1.18 
-1,02 
.05 level of confidence 
.01 level of confidence 
.001 level of confidence 
-5.33 
-5.47 
0.93 
-10.12 
1.43 
13.29 
-7.90 
6.19 
-2.50 
0.40 
2.26 
4.97 
3.74 
0.71 
-6.16 
-2.40 
. -4.62 
-2.10 
-0.10 
-10.19 
-9.74 
-6.40 
-1.67 5.14 . 
t 
.:.1.59 
-1.40 
0.23 
-1.78 . 
0,24 
4.08*** 
-1.34 . 
1.17 
-0.47 
0,08 
0.37 
0,86. 
1,06. 
. 0•16 
-1,68 
-0.59 
'-0,86. 
-0.74 
-0.02 .. 
-2.28* 
-2.51* 
-1.52 
!.0,47•. 
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CHAPTER FIVE 
DISCUSSION OF RESEARCH FINDINGS 
The basic findings of this investigation have been 
reported in narrative, tabular and graphic form in Chap-
ter Four. However, because the ACL has so many factors 
it appears necessary to synthesize and summarize the re-
sults. The discussion of the findings will be presented 
in the same order as were the results in Chapter Four. 
I. 
and 
Relationship be~ween Student Self-description 
Perceived Parental Descrirtion Analyzed in Terms 
of Soc~al Class of Orig~n of ~ Student 
Differenc~ between tarent.and child 
fQ!: ~ of ~ soc al classes . 
Social Class II 
Female.-- It would appear that little significant 
differe.nce exists between the Social Class II females• 
self-description and their anticipated parental descrip-
tion except that the subjects feel that they are somewhat 
more helpful to others (however even their self-descrip-
tion score does not reach the 50th percentile), a little 
more willing to be self-critical and deferent1 and less 
0 ' 
aggressive than they perceive their pare.nts expect. It 
is interesting to note, however, that the findings of 
Bieri (1967), Pearlin and Kohn (1966) and Kohn and Schooler 
(1969) are once again reinforced. The Dominance scores 
!=-
r-- -
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of the Social Class II females are higher than either of 
the other classes and they anticipate that their parents 
expect this of them •. 
Although greater agreement appears to be evidenced 
between the female subjects who originated in Social Class 
II and their anticipated parental judgement, final ana-
lysis must be tempered with the realization that the Stu-
dents t distribution is markedly affected by number of 
cases and standard deviation. Therefore, part of this ap-
parent agreement might be attributed to the small number 
of cases in this category. 
Male.-- The low number of scales rejecting the null 
hypothesis here also seems to indicate agreement between 
student and perceived parental description. The rejections 
of the null hypothesis that are present appear to indi-
cate that Social Class II males expect their parents to 
see them as somewhat (only reaches the ;os level of con-
fidence) more rebellious and cynical, less self-controlled, 
• 
less able to understand interpersonal interaction and 
mildly less interested in.ithe oppesite. sex. Once again 
the findings on the Dominance Scale support the previously 
discussed research. 
Social Class III 
Female.-- By examining the descriptions of the scales 
-----c--- --------
r::=_-- -_-- ___ -
L 
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that reject the null hypothesis it can be seen that Social 
Class III girls anticipate that their parents perceive 
them as more aggressive, more independent, .more rebel-
lious and less able to cope with others, less willing to 
help others, less willing to be self-critical, and less 
willing to sustain subordinate relationships, In summary 
it appears that these girls feel their parents see them 
as more wilful and autonomous than they see themselves 
(it is in fact the Autonomy Scale which achieves the 
next to highest significant difference between scores and 
is surpassed only by the Unfavorable Adjectives Sca.le) 
Male,-- Because there are so many scales asso-
ciated with this category that are significantly and markedly 
different it would appear to be advantageous to discuss 
the implications of each individually, The findings will 
then be summarized in terms of trends at ·the end of the 
section, f : 
The scales and their differences may be analyzed 
as follows• 
1, Intraception-- This difference shows markedly 
that the boys do not expect their parents to 
perceive them as understanding the behavior 
of others, 
2. Nurturance,-- This difference shows the per-
ce~ved parents score indicating their sons as 
more unwilling to help others, (this tendency 
does not appear quite as marked, however, 
because the perceived parent score is somewhat 
-------
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higher. 
J. Aggression.--· This difference demon5trates .the ' 
perceived parental belief that the student is . 
more competitive, (this is, in fact, the highest 
score on the graph). • 
4. 
s. 
6. 
s. 
Personal Adjustment.-- This difference, because 
of t_he lowness of the perceived parent actual 
mean score, indicates that the student feels 
his parent sees him as moody, dissatisfied and 
at odds with others. He sees himself as at 
the norm. 
Autonomy.-- This difference demonstrates that 
the sons feel their parents see them as in-
dependent but not so high on the scale as to 
indicate wilfulness and indifference to the 
feelings of others. Again the son sees him-
self as close to the norm. 
Unfavorable Adjectives.-- This difference 
shows the perceived parents' score indicating· 
a tendency toward arrogance while the sons 
see themselves right at the norm. 
Self-control.-- This difference indicates, 
aga1n because the perceived parent score is 
so low,) a marked tendency toward irrespon-
sibility, ·inadequate socialization and impul-
siveness. (This scale is halfway down the ... 
rank order listing of differences, however, 
because the sons see themselves as lower in 
this area than in any other,) 
Favorable Adjectives.-- This difference again 
occurs because of the lowness of the perceived 
parent score and ·is indicative -that the son. · 
feels his parent sees him as more headstrong 
and pleasure-seeking than he feels he is. · 
Deference.-- This'difference shows the sons 
feel their parents expect them to be more willing 
to supervise the activity of others, to be in-
dependent and more expressive of their will than 
they think they might be. 
10. Order.-- The difference between perceived parent 
---
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.. 
and student scores indicates that students 
feel their parents expect them to be more im-
pulsive, and to dislike caution and delay more 
than they feel about themselves, 
11, Affiliation,-- This difference again indicates 
that the perceived parent scores anticipate 
. that the child .will ,be mare independent and .. 
less willing to establish lasting relation--. 
ships with others than he, himsel~ feels 
are correct but the placement of the actual 
.. scores shows .this· tendency U .no:t. JD2rkedly 
high. 
12, Heterosexuality.-- This difference shows that 
the student .feels he is more willing to seek 
out the company of opposite- sexed peers than-. 
he feels his parent would expect, 
.In sum~ry, here we ~eem to see an even more ex-
agerated expectation of parental belief in staunch inder 
pendence and individuality (again accentuated by high 
Autonomy and Aggression scores), There also appears to . 
be a theme of inability to get along with others parti-
.... 
cularly demonstrated by the perceived parental score on 
., 
the Intraception Scale, r 
The findings for both Male and Female categories 
for Social Class III may be hypothetically explained in 
part by the studies done by Pearlin and Kohn (1966) and 
Kohn (1969). "If working class parents value obedience 
as suggested in these studies', and if a c'hild aspiring 
to upward mobility takes on the personality characteris-
tics of the class to which he aspires, as suggested 
by Kohn and Schooler (1969), it would follow that child-
--------· 
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ren might fear that their parents would interpret this 
change as their being negatively indifferent to their 
parents' feelings and preferences. In other words, it 
is a matter of frame of reference, What one class in~ 
terprets as necessary independence and individuality 
another might view as rebelliousness. 
Social Class IV 
Female.-- Again because there are so many scales 
where significant and marked differences are apparent it 
would appear to be advantage·.ous · to discuss the impli-
cations of each individually and then to summarize the 
findings in terms of trends, The scales and their dif~ 
ferences may be analyzed as follows• 
1. Unfavorable Ad.iectives, -- This is the highest · 
score reported for the perceived parent ratings 
and indicates that the students feel that their 
parents see them as more rebellious and arro-
gant than they see themselves. 
2. Aggression,-- The students 
ceived as more competitive 
selves. 
feel they are per-
than they see them,.. 
·-
' ' 
J, Abasement.-- The students feel much greater 
need to be self-critical than they think their 
parents perceive~ 
4. Autonomy,-- The students feel less indepen-
dent than they think their parents perceive, 
5. Ntirturance.-- The students feel more willing 
to help others than their parents perceive, 
6. Self-control.-- The students feel they are more 
--------
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tespons!ve to their obligations than their 
parents perceive, but both scores are below 
the fiftieth percentile indicating that the 
girls themselves are not totally confident 
in this area. · 
7. Deference,-- Students feel they are more able 
B. 
10. 
to take orders from others than they think their 
parents perceive. 
Adjustment.-- Students feel their attitude to-
ward life is more positive than their parents 
perceive yet the parental score does not ap-
pear to be low enough to indicate moodiness~ 
Defensiveness.-- The score for perceived parent 
is approaching that of those who attempt to . 
dissimulate. (I.t would appear that this cor- __ _ 
relates well with the high score on the Un-
favorable Adjectives Scale,) 
Favorable Adjectives.-- The difference between 
these scores appears to indicate that the;:stu-
dents feel that their parents see them as more 
"headstrong" and pleasure-seeking.than they 
see themselves. 
11. Affiliation.-- The students feel they are more· 
anx1.ous to seek friends than their parents 
believe but both perceived parent and student 
scores are below the fiftieth percentile in-
dicating that students might not be totally 
confident in this area. 
12. Intraception,-- The perceived parent score is· .. 
lower than the student score in this area in-
dicating that the students feel their parents 
perceive them as lacking understanding of 
· others, However, here also the student score 
drops below the norms. 
lJ, and 14, Dominance and Exhibition,-- These 
scales indJ.cate a slight degree of expecta-
tion by the students that their parents see 
them as more forceful (but the higher parent 
score barely reaches the norm) and more de-
sirous of attention, 
In summary, it would appear that female students 
----
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in Social Class IV expect their parents• perceptions of 
them to be different from their own in nearly all areas 
of the test, Also, there is nothing to dispute a contin-
uation of the trends supported by the literature in the 
field suggested for the above two categories. However, 
once again, when interpreting these results cognizance 
of the factors that influence the achievement of sig-
nificance must be maintained (number of cases and stan-
dard deviation), There are nearly .three times as many 
cases in this category than the first, 
Male,-- The scales and their differences may be 
analyzed as followsa 
1, Heterosexualitl·-- The differences here may 
indicate that the boys expect their parents 
to think they are less interested in seeking 
associations with peers of the opposite sex 
than they feel they are, 
2, Defensiveness,-- Although a considerable dif-
ference can be seen, this scale is not of re-
levance unless the scales are extrema (over 
70 or under JO), (Gough, 1965) 
J, Favorable Adjectives,-- Although both the 
scores for this scale tend to be under the 
norm, the differences indicate that the sons 
feel their parents think they are more in-
dividualistic and pleasure-seeking than they ·· 
feel about themselves, 
. 
4. Change,-- This difference indicates that.the 
students feel more able to accept novelty of 
experience than they think their parents feel 
they are, 
5. Nurturance,-- These differences indicate a 
I 
I 
I 
i 
l. 
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perceived dissimilarity in the boys' desire to 
help others. The student feels his desires in 
this area are right at the norm while the per-
ceived parent score drops seven points below, · 
6. Affiliation.-- The differences in this score 
further 1ndicate the perceived parental atti-
tude that the student does not seek out the 
companionship of others. This finding follows 
the finding on the previous score yet it is 
interesting to note that the scores on the 
Intraception Scale which would logically ap-
pear to be a part of this trend of perceived 
differences do not reach the accepted degree 
of relevance. The sons' scores fall below 
the norm indicating that the students are not 
completely secure in their interpersonal in-
teractions, 
The trend discussed in terms of the literatUre and 
suggested for the three previous categories does not ap-
pear as strong here·. It is difficult to ascertain whet-· 
her this occurs because the boys actually do not feel 
as different as what they perceive their parents•expec:..· 
tations to be or if the lesser number of cases is making 
this category difficult to compare with ·the others, 
When Figure 6 is examined the gaps between perceived 
parent and child scores appear discernably smaller than· 
the others. 
In summarizing this section in terms of the hy-
pothesis it would appear that it is most easily rejected 
in the cases of Social Class III males and females and 
Social Class IV females. These students perceived the 
highest number of significant differences (in terms of. 
b ---
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amount of scales rejecting the null hypothesis) between 
themselves and what they felt their parents would think 
of them. 
It would appear that the general purpose of the 
study was well demonstrated. Three out of four of the 
categories most likely to be upwardly mobile -- female 
Social Classes III and IV and male III -- indicate that 
they felt their perception of themselves was very dif~ 
ferent than they.felt their parents• would be. It was 
difficult to determine why the males in Social Class IV 
did'not follow the trend, The researcher would like to 
suggest that the sample was too small to reach a conclu-
sive opinion. 
Differences between perceived parent .. 
and ch1ld scores analyzed in terms of 
mean d1fferences between social classes 
of or1g1n 
This step in analysis was undertaken to determine· 
whether or not there were class-specific areas of per-
ceived differences as sociologists such as Davis (1946), 
Hyman (195J), and Lewis (1961) suggest, 
Social Classes II and III 
Female.-- As can be seen from Table 9 the stu-
dents• scores are quite close but the Social Class III 
parents are perceived as expecting that their daughters 
----
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are more impulsive and impatient about delay as well as 
desirous of change. In contrast the perceived parent score 
for Social Class II is right at the norm. . 
Male,-- The differences which are significant for 
this grouping exist in the.Nurturance and Abasement Scales, 
The difference appears to occur for the Nurturance Scale 
because student and perceived parent scores are quite 
cl.ose for Social Class II while Social Class III student 
scores are slightly above the norm with the perceived 
parent score ten percentile points below, This would 
appear to indicate that Social. Cl.ass III males do not ex-
pect their parents to perceive them as being as helpful 
to others as they believe themselves to be, Is this per-
haps an indication of the boys• feelings (whether jus- ~ 
tified or not) that their parents see them as willing · 
to disregard the feelings of others as they attempt to 
move upward themselves? 
The Abasement significance level appears to occur . 
because the scores for student and perceived parent, al.-
though cl.ose together, appear to go in the opposite di-
rections. Social Class II b9ys see themselves as less 
self-critical than they feel their parents do, while the 
opposite is true of Social Class III. 
Social Classes II and IV 
:::.:___ -=-:__ --=----=--
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Female.--· The two scales which are significantly 
different for this grouping are Lability and Order. The 
Lability statistical difference appears ~o pe related to 
the perceived parent and child scores moving in the op-
posite direction by class. Social Class II students ex-
. pect their parents to anticipate their being less de-
sirous of changes in convention while Social Class IV 
students feel their parents think they are more desirous 
of lack of convention. 
Differences on the Order Scale are also related to 
direction. Because the Order Scale tends to measure values 
opposite of the Lability Scale, it is consistent that. 
the direction of scores are also opposite. Thus, Social 
Class II students are less desirous of order than they / 
think their parents perceive, while Social Class rv· stu-
dents are mo~e desirous of the maintenance of convention 
than they think their parents anticipate. It is inter-
esting to hypothesize that 'this occurs because the So-
cial Class II girls feel their parents think they ought 
to be happy preserving the status guo while Social Class 
IV girls sense that their pa~ents feel they are dissat-
isfied with their position. 
Male.-- The scales that indicate a difference may 
be analyzed as followsa 
r 
!L 
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1. Defensiveness.-- The lower perceived parent 
score which is at variance with the other 
three scores indicates that Social Class IV 
boys expect their parents to describe them 
in more negative manner. The sc.ore is not · 
sufficiently low, however, to indicate dis-
semination. 
2. Lability.-- The variation appears to be one of 
amount as well as direction. Social Class · 
II males see themselves as slightly less ac-
ceptant of adapting to new situations than 
they expect their parents to believe, Soc-· 
ial Class IV males express a more marked 
trend in the other direction indicating greater 
willingness for adaptation. 
J, Change.-- The same general trend which would 
logically be expected is in fact present. 
However, some variation does occur. The weak 
positive relationship between social class 
II scores changes to an even weaker negative 
relationship while the difference for Social 
Class IV becomes even more marked. 
These differences appear logically consistent with 
Turner's (1964) research which indicated that the upwardly· 
mobile tend to be willing to accept. more change in their 
life situation.1 
Social Classes III and IV 
Female.-- There were no significant differences. 
Male.~- The scales and analyses are as follows• 
1 . The researcher is aware that the present cate-
gories do not indicate degrees of mobility, However, 
the amount of education already achieved by students in 
Social Class IV is higher than most of their parents are 
utilizing in their present positions and indicates pos-
sible upward mobility. · 
---- ---- -------
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1. Lability.-- Differences between social classes 
appear to be attributed to Social Class IV 
boys• need for change and a small difference 
2. 
4. 
s. 
in the opposite direction for Social Class Ill. 
Autonomy.-- The markedly greater·am~unt of 
autonomy which is perceived to be expected 
by Social Class III boys' parents appears to 
be the reason for the significant differences 
between social classes on this scale •. 
Change.-- As would ·be anticipated from the 
Lability scores, the greater desire for change 
expressed by Social Class IV boys also re-
sults in a significant difference on this 
scale. It is interesting to note, however, 
that it is not enhanced, as was the case with 
the Lability Scale, by differences in the op-
posite direction for Social Class III. 
Deference.-- This difference can be attributed 
to the slight need for deference perceived as 
being expecte~ by Social Class III boys' parents •. 
Self-control.-- The difference can be attributed 
to the high degree of divergence between So-
cial Class III boys who perceive their parents 
as feeling that they are very ~ow in Self-con-
trol. Their own score is almost ten points 
higher than they perceive their parents would 
evaluate them. However even with this discre-
pancy the boys do not quite reach the norm. 
Perhaps this indicates that they are not fully 
confident in this area. 
These two categories have the greatest amount of 
apparent differences. The greater desire for change and 
adapting to new situations seen in Social Class IV still 
remains here as a difference ·with Social Class III. 
Another class-specific difference that appears to occur 
is that Social Class III boys see themselves as markedly 
more autonomous and self-contro~ than they think their 
~----·--
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parents see them. 
Although the above differences appear rather de- ·· ·· 
finitive, conclusions must be tempered with. the knowledge 
that the number of cases in the samples being compared was 
quite different and this factor may have affected the Stu-
dent t scores achieved. 
Because there are so few significantly different 
patterns of difference emerging in terms of this sectio~ 
of analysis it would appear that either the common value 
theories or the"value stretch" position suggested by Rod-
man (1963) would better explain the difference between 
responses for the social classes as established by this 
study. 
II. Relationship between Student Self-descrip-
tion and Perceived Parental Descript1on Analyzed 
-- Tn 'l'erms of Degree of Social MobilitY 
AntiCipated BY ~ Student 
Difference between parent and child 
for each degree of anticipated mob1li~y 
One degree of downward mobility 
Female.-- The differences between student scores 
.and perceived parent scores ~ppear to indicate that the 
girls feel that they have a much more positive attitude 
toward life. than they feel their parents think they have. 
The students also see themselves as much more helpful 
to others than their parents see them. The small amount of 
------
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difference between child and anticipated parental scores 
is partly related to the very small sample. Samples of 
this size make significance very difficult ~o achieve. 
However, as can be seen in Table 14 the standard devi-
ation is very small indicating that the idiosyncracie·s 
of the formula are not the total explanation for the 
lack of difference. 
Male.-- The differences between student scores and 
perceived parent· scores can be analyzed as follOWSI 
1. Nurturance.-- As in the previous.category this 
difference indicates that the children ex~ 
pect to be perceived as less helpful to others 
than they feel they are. 
2. Intraception.-- This scale difference is 
frequently a correlate of the one above and 
indicates that the students do not feel that 
their parents think they understand themselves 
or others well. This difference is particu-
larly important because of the lowness of the 
parents• score {the lowest for any in dealing 
with .this null hypothesis). . · 
J. Aggression.--·The students feel that their parents 
think they are markedly more competitive and 
aggressive than they feel they are. · 
4. Personal Adjustment.-- The divergence here 
appears to indicate that the students feel 
their parents do not perceive them as having 
a very positive attitude toward life. 
s. Change.-- The difference on this scale appears 
to indicate that the students feel a somewhat 
greater need for novelty than they feel their 
parents perceive. 
In summary these scale differences appear to in-
----
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dicate that the boys feel their parents see them as 
quite unable to get along with, help or understand others 
as well as being markedly more aggressive, The differences 
are quite extreme. However, seeing these scores as in-
dicators of a definite trend must be tempered with the 
fact that there are only five cases and the standard 
deviations exceed eight points in four out of five scales 
with significant difference.· 
No Mobility 
Female.-- The scales and their differences may be 
analyzed as followsa 
1. 
2. 
J, 
Unfavorable Adjectives.-- The students feel 
that the1r parents see them as more rebell-
ious and arrogant than they, themselves, feel 
they are. 
Abasement•-- The students indicate that they 
feel they are more sel!~critical than their 
parents feel they are.· · 
Aggression.-- The parents are perceived as 
feeling that their children are more aggres-
sive than they feel they are. 
4. Autonomy.-- The students feel they are less 
~~=~ri~!; ~~~~ti!h;!~c~~!~df~~ ~~~!~e~~~~~~s. 
The three following scales, although significant, 
indicate only moderate actual differences. 
,5. Self-control,-- The differences in scores 
here indicate that the parents are perceived 
as feeling that their children are slightly 
more headstrong and irresponsible than the 
----
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children feel they are, However, even the 
student score does not quite reach the norm, 
perhaps indicating some lack of confidence 
in this area. 
6.&7. Nurturance and Affiliation.~- These scores 
appear to be companion scores varying in the 
same direction indicating that the students 
feel their parents perceive them as being 
more unwilling to give of themselves enough 
to sustain friendships than they feel them .. 
selves to be. 
In summary, the girls see themselves as less ag-
gressive, independent, and rebellious and more self-
critical than they feel their parents do. 
Male.-- Only two scales are significantly different 
. . 
to reject the null hypothesis for this category. These 
scales and their differences may be analyzed as follows1 
1, Unfavorable Adjectives.-- The differences here 
appear to ~ndicate that the parents are per-
ceived as feeling that their sons attitude to-
ward life is less positive than the sons feel 
about themselves, 
2, Succorance.-- This scale barely meets the over 
five (5) points relevancy rule but shows that 
to a small degree the parents are perceived 
as feeling that their sons are more dependent 
upon others than the sons feel themselves to be, 
In summary, it is questionable whether the Suc-
corance scale is really indicative of a trend for the sons• 
scores are below the norm and the perceived parents'scores. 
only exceed the norm by a little over one point. The 
Unfavorable Adjectives scale seems to indicate a general 
expectation of critical parents. 
--------
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One Degree of Upward Mobility 
Female.-- The scales that are significantly dif-
ferent to reject the null hypothesis for this category 
and an analysis of the differences are as followsa 
1. Unfav.orable Adjectives.-- This difference 
indicates once again that the parents are per-
ceived as feeling that their daughters• at-
titude toward life is not as positive as the 
girls feel about themselves. 
2. Personal Adjustment.-- The level of the per-
ce~ved parental score on this scale indicate.s 
the children feel their parents see them as 
at odds with other people and moody. However, 
although there is a very significant differ-
ence between the two scores in terms of sta~ 
tistical distribution the fact that the girls' 
self scores do not quite reach the norm might 
indicate that they also have some reservations 
about themselves in this area. 
J. Nurturance.-- The difference between the scores 
on this scale indicates essentially the same 
relationship as the previous one in the area 
of helpfulness to others, and it is logical 
that if difficulty is experienced in inter• 
personal relations it may be the result of 
a self-centered attitude reflected by this 
scale. · 
4. Aggression.-- The variation exhibited by 
these scores indicates that the parents are 
perceived as expecting their'children to be 
somewhat above average in desire for compe-
tition and aggression while the children see 
themselves as being much closer to the norm. 
5. Favorable Adjectives.-- This difference, the 
logical counterpart of the Unfavorable Ad-jectives Scale, indicates as expected, a trend 
in the opposite direction of that scale. Al-
though the finding is not quite as strong it 
indicates essentially the same thing as sug-
----
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gested in the analysis above for Unfavorable 
adjectives, 
6, & 7• Intraception and Affiliation.-- The average 
differences for these scales are.only .15 of 
a point apart although because of the greater 
standard deviation the latter is much less 
significant (.001 as opposed to .05)1 together 
they indicate that the parents are perceived 
as expecting their children to be less eager 
to seek out friends and to understand others, 
than the children feel themselves to be. The 
relevance of thefinding is weakened, however, 
by the small spread between the scores and bJ 
the fact that the student score does not reach 
the norm. Again, perhaps we see another case 
where self reservation exists, 
8. Autonomy.-- These differences appear to fol-
low the same trend to a lesser degree_estab-
lished by the Aggression scores, Just as the 
students felt they were perceived as more ag-
gressive and assertive than they really were 
so do they feel that they.are incorrectly seen 
as being more independent and assertive than 
they feel they are. 
9. Self-control.-- The trend indicated by the dif-
ferences between these scores is very weak. 
In fact, the difference barely satisfies the 
rule of relevance, is at the .05 level of sig-
nificance, and the student score is one of the 
three lowest. However, the indication is that 
parents are perceived as feeling that s·tudents 
are more impulsive and more inadequately so~ 
cialized than they feel about themselves, 
Again, we find student scores that do not quite 
reach the norm perhaps indicating uncertainty 
upon the students•part in this area. 
In summary, in this c~tegory we see a great in-
crease in the number of scales in which significant dif-
ference between child and perceived parent scores can be 
discerned, This finding is certainly congruent with what 
--------
s-
"= -- ----- -- --- ----
:.:___:_ ___ ___:_::_---=---
---
·-
157 
would be predicted in rejecting the null hypothesis for 
this section. 
Male.-- The scales with sufficient difference to 
rejec~ the null hypothesis and an analysis of this dif-
ference is as followsa 
1• 
2. 
. ). & s. 
4. & 6. 
Aggression.-- The difference between scores 
on this scale appears to indicate that while 
the students feel they have a level of com-
petitiveness right at the norm their parents 
perceive them as much more so. (This parent 
score is in fact the highest for this cate-
gory.) This score difference appears to be 
the first in a pattern of differences that will 
be discussed as the supporting socres are ana-
lyzed. 
Self-control.-- The variation between these 
scores ind~cates that the students feel 
they are perceived as being irresponsible and 
implusive while they see themselves as being 
much closer to the norm in this area. 
Intraception and Nurturance.-- These.two scales, 
once again appear to follow the same pattern 
of difference indicating that the sons per-
ceive that their parents feel they are more un-
willing to be helpful to others and to seek 
friends than they feel they are, 
Unfavorable Adjectives and Favorable A~cti~.-­
.These two differences vary in precisely the 
opposite direction as would be expected and al~ 
most to the same degree. They indicate tha~ 
the children feel they are perceived as not 
having as positive an attitude toward life as 
they feel they haye. 
7. & 8. Autonom~ and Deference.-- The scores on these 
scales appear to indicate that the children 
feel that they are perceived as being more in-
dependent and less willing to sustain subor-
dinate relationships than they feel they are. 
This finding also appears to support a trend 
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that can first be noted with the Nurturance 
and Intraception scales. The boys feel that 
they are considered more independent of all 
others in that their parents feel they-are more 
unhelpful and are more lacking in understanding 
of others than they feel they are. 
9. & 11. Personal Adjustment and Affiliation.-- The 
difference between scores on these scales can 
also be added to the trend of perceived in-
dependence from others noted just above. It 
is suggested in the description of terms that 
low Personal Adjustment scores could indicate 
a general lack of positive attitude toward life 
but could also include an impression of being 
at odds with others. The latter idea would 
appear to be supported by the differences on 
the Affiliations scale indicating that sons 
feel they are perceived as being less willing-
to seek friends than they feel themselves to 
be. 
10. Heterosexualit~.-- These differences (the last 
to be analyzed but next to last in rank order) 
could be interpreted as a further extension 
of the independence theme or just a reflection 
of the increasing importance placed upon finding 
a mate encountered in late adolescence. Which-
ever general interpretation is accepted, the 
· scores specifically indicate that the boys 
feel they are perceived as being less interested 
in seeking friendships with the opposite-sex.-
It is interesting to note that the independence 
theme was also present in the scores of the girls with 
this degree of mobility in that there is significant dif-
ference on all the related scales but one (Deference) • 
. 
It was not so readily apparent, however, for the differences 
were much smaller (average difference for males for scores 
within the theme was 9.80, whilefor females the average 
difference was 6.97). 
-----
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In addition to the analysis suggested above final 
interpretation must account !or the fact that this cate-
gory has twice as many cases as any other for males. 
Thus significance would be much more easily achieved, 
Two Degrees of Mobility 
Female,-- The differences between perceived parent 
and student appear to indicate the following• 
1. Abasement,-- There is a marked disagreement 
between these scores regarding the willingness 
to be self-critical, The girls, themselves, 
score is nearing a level which would suggest 
problems of self-acceptance! while the per--· 
ceived parent score is low enough to suggest 
a much more decisive person, 
2. Aggression.-- This difference just bridges the 
norm with parents perceived as expecting their 
daughters to be a little more aggressive . 
than the norm and the daughters feeling them-
selves to be a little less aggressive than 
the norm. 
). Autonomy.-- The differences on this scale· 
appear to logically follow the previous one, 
Just as the girls feel they are misjudged-- - - · 
as being more competative than they are ~hey 
also feel- their parents interpret a higher--_--
degree of independence than they feel they ex-
hibit, (It is interesting to note, however, 
that on the Succorance Scale perceived parent 
and student scores of slightly above the norm 
are in essential agreement, indicating that 
both believe the girls need a little more emo-
tional support than the norm.) 
4. Unfavorable Adjectives.-- Again the difference 
here appears to indicate that the parents are · 
perceived as feeling that their daughters 
do not have as favorable attitude toward life 
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as'they feel they do, 
s. Self-confidence,-- This category is the only 
one to exhibit sufficient difference to re-
rect the null hypothesis on this· particular 
scale, It appears to indicate that the girls 
are more unvilling to take action than their 
parents feel th~y are, 
6, Self-control.-- This scale .exhibits anotherl ... 
anomaly, Again this category.exhibits the 
only instance in which the child's scores 
exceed the norm for this scale, High scores 
in this category tend to exhibit over-control 
and, although this score is not that .. high, 
it points up a pattern that this category · 
seems to exhibit, The girls seem to feel 
that they are much more tentative, unas-
sertive and self-effacing and controlled than · 
they think their parents believe, Note; so 
far, the comparatively high (for this sample 
of students) Deference score; low Aggression 
score, and low Autonomy score. 
7• Dominance.-- As would be expected from the 
prev~ously discussed pattern of response 
the Dominance score is very low compared 
to the rest of the sample. Although there is 
a significant difference with the parents• 
score (who once again are perceived as ex-
pecting more. assertion) the parents • score 
is also a little below the norm. 
B. Deference.~- The differences on this scale are 
related to the high (for this sample) score 
achieved by the students when describing them-
selves. Although the difference is signifi-
cant it is not large, indicating that the 
students also expect their parents to perceive 
their desire for anonymity. These scores 
also tend to support the pattern mentioned 
above but not as strongly as previous scores. 
The perceived parent and childrens• scores 
are closer together. 
9. Nurturance.-- The differences for this scale, 
once again, suggest that the students feel 
their parents do not perceive them as being 
,-:;-----
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as helpful as they feel they are, 
10. Personal Adjustment.-- The differences again 
1nd1cate that the students feel their parents 
perceived them as not having as positive an 
attitude as they feel they have, 
11. Exhibition;-- Were these differences greater 
1t m1ght suggest a further continuation of 
the pattern discussed above, in that the per-
ceived parent score is higher, next only to 
the Aggression score, but the student score 
is just below the norm, indicating that they 
think of themselves also as desiring the atten-
tion of others. 
12, Lability.-- The scores on this scale definitely 
appear to support the above discussed pat-
tern. The girls exhibit a definite tendency 
to want to preserve the status guo, The 
finding is not more relevant 1n terms of dif-
ference, however, because the parents appear 
. to be perceived as recognizing this trait. 
It is interesting to note that the girls who are 
indicating that they want to make a substantial change 
in their social class seem almost fearful to acknowledge · 
their aspirations. The Abasement scores appear indi-
cative of this.··rt almost appears as though they were· 
projecting upon their parents• perceptions, those charac-
teristics it has been hypothesized that they would have 
to possess if they were to accomplish their goal. Of 
particular interest in this ~egard are the Autonomy, Self-
confidence, and Aggression Scales. The scores on the Suc-
corance Scale may be the key in this instance for it is 
quite high and is indicative of a great need for emo-
,---- --
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tional support. 
Male.-- There were no differences sufficiently 
statistically significant to reject the null hypothesis. 
Three Degrees of Mobility 
Female,-- There were no females in the sample in 
this category, 
Male.-- The differences between perceived parent 
and student scores appear to indk:ate the following, 
1, Change,-- As would be anticipated these sub-. jects with the highest degree of anticipated 
mobility measured in this .study have a high 
need for change and variety, They perceive 
their parents as almost understanding this, 
however, for their perceived parent score 
is at the norm. (The companion scale, Labi-
lity, is also high but not significantly 
different from the parent score ·which~is~ · ·-
high also,) . . . · . 
2. Self-control.-- The difference on this scale 
is particularly interesting in that it is the 
only instance when the childrens• agera~e 
score dropped below the parent score - (on · 
. this scale) indicating that the children feel 
more impulsive and inadequately socialized 
than they feel their parents perceive. -·--
), Affiliation.-- Once again.the .difference in 
1ndicates that the sons feel more eager to 
seek friends than they feel their parents per-
ceive. 
Once again we have a male category with very few 
cases, Perhaps this is the reason this category which, 
according to the hypothesis, should have the most dif;,. 
c--------
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ference has so few scales which have sufficient difference 
to statistically reject the null hypothesis •. 
In summarizing this section it is important to 
note the positive relationship of sample size, rejection 
of the null hypothesis and support for the general pur-
pose of the study. Were these factors not considered, 
it would appear that only the female sample supports 
the hypothesized increasing student anticipation of par-
ental inability to perceive their children as they see 
themselves, the greater the child's aspiration for up-
ward mobility. However, the researcher is unwilling to 
accept the validity of the null hypothesis as being con-
clusive. It may be that the size of the samples in the 
male categories were simply too small to look at the re-
sults with any degree of confidence. In support of this 
suggestion is the fact that the only male category to 
reject the null hypothesis for many scales is the plus 
one degrees of mobility. This category has a sample of 
fourteen, twice as many as the next largest male cate-
gory. 
The female sample, however, has three consecu-
tive categories (zero degrees, plus. one degrees, and plus 
two degrees of implied mobility) with over fifteen in the 
sample. As can be determined from the previous discussion, 
---
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the results are as hypothesized by the general purpose 
and are consistent with rejecting the null hypothesis. 
The categorj" .. with the least scales rejecting the null 
hypothesis is that of no mobility. (The one degree of 
downward mobility has even fewer rejections but there are 
only four in the sample. Therefore it would appear that 
few generalizations can be made.) The plus one degrees 
of mobility category rejects more scales and the plus 
two degrees of mobility category rejects on twelve of the 
twenty-one scales analyzed •.... 
. . 
Differences between perceived parent and child scores 
analyzed in term~ of ~ differences-s6tween dif-
fering degrees of anhcipated mobility.··· ~ 
Zero degrees and minus one degrees 
Female.-- No scales exhlbi ted sufficient dif.,.,. 
ference to be considered significant. 
Male.-- Fou~ scales were significantly different 
to reject the null hypothesis. ·~Those scales werea 
Intraception, Nurturance, Aggression, and Abasement. 
The differences on all four scales can be re-
lated to the marked disagreement between self and per-
ceived parent scores in the downwardly mobile category. 
They see themselves as much more understanding of others, 
helpful to others and willing to be self-critical and 
less aggressive than they feel their parents perceive, 
r 
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In the case of the zero degrees of mobility, the boys are 
essentially in agreement with their perceived parent scores. 
Zero degrees a!ld plus one degree of mobility 
Female.-- No scales were significantly different 
to reject the null hypothesis. 
Male.-- Four scales were significantly different 
to reje~t the null hypothesis. Those scales werea Au-
tonomy, Aggression, Abasement, and Deference. 
These differences can be attributed in three out 
of the four scales to marked disagreement between the 
self and the perceived parent scores of those who are mo-
bile as opposed to the essential aggreement between the 
immobile self and perceived parent scores. The mobile , 
boys see themselves as less independent, less aggressive 
and more self-denying than the perceived parent scores. 
The Abasement scale derives its significance from the 
movement in the opposite direction of parent and self 
scores for both categories. 
Zero degrees and plus two degrees of mobility 
Female.-- Only the Heterosexuality-Scale rejects 
the null hypothesis. The difference appears to occur 
bec~use the non-mobile girls feel they are a little more 
willing·to seek friendship with the opposite sex than 
.· 
,.---------
166 
they fee1 their parents perceivea and the mobile gir1s 
are in ~greement with the perceived parent scores. 
Male.-- No scores reject the null hypothesis. 
Zero degrees and plus three degrees of mobility 
Female,-- There were no subjects in the study 
group in this category. 
Male,-- Three scales appear to reject the null 
hypothesis._ They area Self-control, change· and succo-
rance. The differences between the scores for the self-
control and succorance scales appear to occur because 
the self and perceived parent scores for both categories 
move in opposite directions. Whereas, the third scale, 
Change, occurs because the plus three degrees of mobility 
boys are markedly higher than their ,own parents scores 
and both non-mobility scores. 
In summarizing this section it would appear that 
there are very few instances when students sharing the 
same category of degrees of implied mobility exhibit 
traits that are sufficiently unique to be statistically 
significant. Once again it_wou1d appear that all cate-
gories exhibited differing degrees of a common response, 
Thus, again we find support for the common values po-
sition with regard to social stratification theory, 
-------
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· III, GENERAL DISCUSSION 
In the above paragraphs an attempt has been made 
to discuss the ramifications of the quantification of 
the data associated with the research using very precise 
and properly defined boundaries and hypotheses, How-
ever, it seems fitting to finish this discussion by 
looking at some of the qualitative and very general types 
of findings that characterized this research and their· 
possible implications for late adolescent-parent relations. 
What generalizations can be drawn about how these students 
expected to be perceived? Let us look at male and fe-
male response separately. 
Female,-- As was suggested in the quantitative· 
analysis there is much greater similarity across all 
categories for females.than for males, Those areas in. 
which most categories show difference (and the number of 
categories for which sufficient difference is shown_are. __ .. 
as followsa . 
1. Nurturance,-- All categories shared differences 
here, indicating that the females, as.a group, 
felt that they were willing to be of help and. 
emotional support.to others, They felt their 
parents saw them as being more self-centered, 
giving little attention to the feelings of 
others. 
2. Aggression.-- All categories but the one ex-
pressing downward mobility showed differences 
indicating that the females felt that they 
~=--== 
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were considered more competitive by their 
parents than they felt they were, The resear-
cher cannot help but hypothesize that some 
projection is in evidence here, 
The following scales showed differences for five of the 
seven categories, 
J, Unfavorable Adjectives,-- (Social Class II 
and minus one degrees of mobility do not de-
monstate difference on this scale,) There-
searcher feels that the fact that students · 
felt their parents would describe them with 
more unfavorable adjectives than they used 
for themselves indicates support for the _ 
findings of Hess and Goldblatt (1957) mentloned 
in the introduction to this thesis, 
4. Personal Adjustment._-- (Social Class II and 
no mob~lity do not demonstrate difference on 
this scale,) The students appear to feel 
their parents see them::as more· moody and at 
odds with others than they feel themselves · 
to be, 
5. Autonom~,-- (Social Class II and minus one 
degrees of mobility show no difference on 
this scale,) The students appear to feel 
their parents see them as more moody and at 
odds with others than they feel themselves· 
to be, 
6, Abasement.-- (Minus oneand plus one degrees 
of mob~l~ty show no difference on this scale,) 
The students appear to feel that their parents·. 
do not expect them to be as self critical as 
they feel themselves to be, 
In summary, those areas in whic~ the girls expect 
to be most misunderstood are those having to do with in-
terpersonal relation~ and independence, 
~·-- The highest number of categories which· share 
-
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significant differences on scales is four, There were 
five scales upon which this occurred - in each case a 
different combination of categories made up_ the totals. 
Those scales were: Unfavorable Adjectives, Self-control, 
Intraception, Nurturance, and Affiliation. Because the 
number of cases was so small in each category and be~ 
cause there were so few of these categories in agreement 
it appears fruitless to examine each scale in detail, 
It appears sufficient to suggest that three of the five 
scales indicate that the males perceive their parents 
as anticlpating that they will have difficulty with 
inter-personal relationships. The differences on the 
Unfavorable Adjectives Scale appear to indicate a gener-
alized expectation of negative response from parents. 
IV. LIMITATIONS OF THE STUDY 
The greatest limitation of this study was that 
the population was so small and homogeneous (only stu-
dents from one class in one Junior College were chosen) 
that its usefulness may be limited in terms of genera-
lizing the results to other p.opulations of college-age 
students. However it appeared necessary in this first 
exploratory study to limit the amount of intervening 
variables, 
Another limitation was that, although the results 
----------
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demonstrated that the students felt their parents• per-
ception of them was not totally correct, whether or not 
this finding relates to "Generation Gap" (or that ne-
bulous inability of one generation to understand another) 
cannot be conclusively stated for no subjective mea-
surement of inability to "get along with!' their parents 
was attempted. To have done so at this time would have 
made an already cumbersome study unmanageable. 
The types of conclusions that can be drawn from 
the data, as presented, are limited because astatis-· 
tical analysis that would have indicated which scales 
tended to vary together was not attempted. 
Certainly the limitation of the instruments used 
must be considered. A test with fewer scales would have 
been less cumbersome and would have allowed exploration 
of more correlations external to the test (such as the 
subjective measures mentioned above). 
Population size limited the validity of conclu-
sions that could be drawn. Because of this factor there 
were too few males in several of the categories. The ef-
fect of class specific values upon degrees of implied 
mobility could not be ascertained for separating subjects 
in the degrees of implied mobility categories into their 
social class of origin would have resulted in only one or 
,--------· 
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two cases per category. 
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CHAPTER SIX 
SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS AND IMPLICATIONS 
This study was conducted to explore the relation-
ship between the self-descriptions of late adolescents, 
their perceptions of their like-sexed parents• descrip-
tions of them, their social class of origin and the de-
gree of implied mobility they hoped to attain. Speci-
fically it hoped to demonstrate that as the late ado-
lescent implied an attempt to change his social class 
by obtaining more education and aspiring to a different 
occupation than his parents, he felt his parents• per-· 
ception of him became different from his own perception -
of himself. 
A secondary objective of the study was to attempt 
to gain some insight into whether these differences- in--
perception tended t~ be class specific or if they appeared 
to be similar for all classes, indicating common values 
in the area for all adolescents tested, 
The student sample consisted of 108 students be-
tween the ages of eighteen and twenty-two years of age, 
enrolled in two sections of Marriage and Family classes 
at San Joaquin Delta College, The Adjective Checklist 
(ACL) was used to measure the students• self-perception ~---- ---
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and his perception of his like-sexed parents'descrip-
tion of them, The Two Factor Index of Social Position 
(ISP) was used to measure the students• social classes 
of origin and aspiration. The paired scores (student 
and perceived parent) obtained on the ACL were grouped 
first according to social class of origin and then ac-
cording to degree of implied social mobility, Means were 
then obtained for both students and perceived parent scores 
in each category for each of the scales on the ACL. Af-
ter differences were derived for the paired means ~n each 
scale for each category the paired groups of .scores were 
compared for significance by computing Student t tests, 
In general the results of the study indicate that 
there is a difference between student and perceived pa-
rent scores. Because there were too few male cases .the 
exact relationship cannot be ascertained with any de-
gree of reliability for male categories, However, when 
considering categories made up of women the differences 
tend to increase for those students who are aspiring to a 
social class higher than that of their parents, 
When the differential·relationship is examined in 
terms of social class rather than mobility there appears 
to be a marked difference between Social Class II girls 
when compared with Social Class III and IV. The im-
~-----
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plication, of course, is that the Social Class II girls . 
are not as inclined to be upwardly mobile. The relation-
ship becomes even more clear when examined·in terms of 
degree of implied mobility. The number of scales where 
significant difference can be demonstrated increases in 
direct relationship to increases in degrees of implied 
mobility. 
Conclusions regarding the second objective for the 
study tend to indicate that very few, if any, class spe-
cific or degree of mobility specific patterns exist for 
the female. However, a much greater degree of class 
and degree of mobility related difference was seen for 
the male part of the sample. The researcher hesitates 
to make analyses regarding results obtained when the 
data was examined in terms of degree of implied mobility 
because the numbers of cases in each category were quite 
small. However, an examination of that data relating to · 
differences between social classes reveals that there ap-
pears to be a marked need for change expressed by Social 
Class III and IV boys (in excess of that anticipated by 
their parents) that surpasses that expressed by those or-
iginating in Social Class II. It is further interesting 
to note that this need is particularly marked for those 
originating in Social Class IV. 
----
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I. Generalizations to be Drawn 
!!:Qm this studY 
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It was suggested in the introduction to this pa- . 
per that the development of the idea of an "adolescence" 
being a part of every person's life had undergone sev-
eral changes since the inception of the idea in the early 
twentieth century. It was further suggested that more re-
cent research tended to take cognizance of the. effect 
of the value and structure of the greater society upon 
the young and their transition into adulthood. However, 
little work had been done which attempted to stratify sam-
ples involved in such research into sex categories, so-
cial classes or specific age categories for comparative 
purposes. It would appear that this study helps to em~ 
phasize that researchers conducting studies concerning 
adolescence must not allow themselves to take the "short 
cuts" allowable when governed by the "physiological im-
perative" mentality· involving stratification of sam-
ple. 
Finally, the results of this study further lend 
themselves to the conclusions that when the above strati-
fications of sample were carefully attempted generational 
mobility appeared to emerge as an important factor when 
assessing the self-descriptions and perceptions of ado-
~-------
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lescents of eighteen to twenty-two years of age. If 
it WaS an important factor for this study perhaps other 
studies should be constructed to control for this factor. 
II. Suggestions for further study 
A number of research problems are suggested as 
a result of the present study. Some are presented herea 
1. ! longitudinal approach.-- A study which deals 
with a factor such as implied mobility, which is assumed 
will take place in the future, may cause speculation 
about whether the implied future act will, in fact, take 
place. Therefore,, it would be interesting to retest'· 
this same study sample in several years to ascertain how 
many were able to achieve their goals. All scores could 
then be correlated to ascertain if such male and female 
categories as successful, partially successsful, and un-
successful in achieving goals had internal correlations. 
It would also be interesting to ascertain whether or not 
these same groups had similar profiles as students. 
2. !nclusion of subjective test,-- Another im-
portant dimension for future testing would be to use a 
similar format but include a subjective test of ability 
to get along with parents. This test could then be cor-
related with the different scores to see if those who 
,. 
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perceive the most difference do in fact have the most dif-
ficulty with getting along with their parents, · 
J, Actual· parental descriptions,-- Finally, it 
would be interesting to include actual like-sexed parents• 
descriptions of their children in a future study, These 
scores correlated with perceived parent scores and sub-
jective test scores would make a very complete study of 
parent-adolescent perception of the adolescent and the 
effect of this perception upon the ability of parent and 
child to interact sucessfully. 
~-----
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